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PREFACE 


In  this  little  book  I  have  attempted  to  deal  with 
some  of  the  questions  which  must  be  asked  if  one  is  to 
gain  some  understanding  of  the  nature  of  human  na- 
ture. The  two  most  important  of  these  questions  are: 
(1)  How  much  of  the  biological  enters  into  the  making 
of  human  nature?  and  (2)  How  much  of  the  social  ex- 
perience of  the  individual  enters  into  the  making  of 
that  nature?  Hence,  the  title  of  this  book.  No  one  is, 
of  course,  in  a  position  to  answer  these  questions  com- 
pletely. What  I  have  tried  to  do  in  the  present  volume 
is  to  clarify  the  issues,  to  set  down  the  relevant  facts 
as  scientists  have  come  to  know  them,  and  to  examine 
some  of  the  representative  theories  concerning  the  bio- 
social  nature  of  man. 

Goethe  once  remarked  that  where  an  idea  is  wanting 
a  word  can  always  be  found  to  take  its  place.  In  the 
area  of  discussion  with  which  this  book  is  concerned- 
human  nature— words,  alas,  have  too  often  passed  for 
ideas. 

Understanding  and  correcting  the  erroneous  mean- 
ings incorporated  in  such  words  as  "heredity,"  "environ- 
ment,"  "constitution,"   and   "human  nature,"   are  not 
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merely  matters  of  semantic  interest,  but  are  of  vital 
importance  for  the  welfare  of  humanity.  The  Biosocial 
Nature  of  Man  is  humbly  offered  to  the  reader  as  a 
contribution  toward  the  achievement  of  that  welfare. 

Princeton,  Ashley  Montagu 

New  Jersey 


INTRODUCTION 


Aristotle  described  man  as  a  political  animal,  thus 
hitting  off  in  a  phrase  his  essential  characteristics, 
namely,  that  he  is  at  once  an  animal  and  a  social  crea- 
ture in  a  rather  special  sense— a  biosocial  creature.  All 
animals  are  social  creatures,  that  is  they  are  both  liv- 
ing organisms  and  interact  with  each  other  to  confer 
mutually  beneficial  advantages  upon  one  another,  but 
man  as  an  animal  and  as  a  social  creature  is  unique 
in  several  respects.  As  an  animal,  man  is  the  most 
plastic,  the  most  adaptable,  the  most  educable,  of  all 
living  creatures.  Indeed,  the  single  trait  which  is  alone 
sufficient  to  distinguish  man  from  all  other  creatures 
is  the  quality  of  educability—it  is  the  species  character 
of  Homo  sapiens. 

As  a  social  organism  man  is  the  most  complexly 
developed  of  all  social  organisms.  In  fact,  the  difference 
which  characterizes  the  societies  which  are  peculiar  to 
nonhuman  animals  and  that  which  characterizes  human 
social  life  is  so  great  and  complex,  that  the  difference 
may,  in  effect,  be  considered  one  of  kind  rather  than 
degree  of  development.  The  difference  lies  in  the  cul- 
tural capacities  and  their  development  in  man  as  com- 
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pared  with  the  virtual  nonexistence  of  these  capacities 
in  nonhuman  creatures.  The  full  understanding  of  the 
meaning  of  this  difference  is  of  the  greatest  importance 
for  mankind,  for  the  failure  to  realize  the  meaning  of 
this  difference  has  led  to  much  confusion  in  discussions 
of  the  biosocial  nature  of  man;  and,  what  is  worse,  in 
the  recent  history  of  world  civilization,  this  confusion 
has  had  the  most  disastrous  effects.  Man  is  an  animal; 
but  he  is  also  a  great  deal  more  than  that,  he  is  a  human 
animal,  a  culture-making  creature,  the  creature  who 
is  capable  of  transcending  all  animality— and  is  in 
danger  of  descending  to  a  perverted  animal  level  when 
he  forgets  that  fact. 

Theories  spun  by  men  desirous  of  rationalizing  their 
otherwise  unjustifiable  conduct  towards  other  men,  and 
discussions  of  the  nature  of  man  in  the  learned  acad- 
emies, have  never  long  remained  within  the  bounds  of 
private  discourse,  for  what  affects  the  lives  of  men  suffi- 
ciently to  become  a  subject  of  discourse  is  likely  to 
become  a  matter  of  public  interest  as  soon  as  social 
conditions  are  favorable.  Under  such  conditions  myths 
easily  replace  facts,  and  myths  as  a  basis  for  social  ac- 
tion can  be  dangerous. 

What  men  understand  to  be  the  nature  of  man  ap- 
pears to  determine  their  attitudes  of  conduct  towards 
men.  The  conditions  and  motivations  which  lead  them 
to  the  views  they  adopt  concerning  human  nature  have 
only  recently  become  the  subject  of  scientific  inquiry 
in  the  more  sophisticated  English-speaking  countries  of 
the  world.  Such  inquiries  are  of  the  first  importance 
in  throwing  light  upon  the  origins  and  reasons  for  the 
views  held,  and  they  are  most  necessary  in  an  area  of 
human  knowledge  and  action  in  which  prejudice  and 
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pathological  thinking  have  often  befouled  and  be- 
clouded the  issues  and  led  to  the  most  disastrous  social 
and  biological  effects.  One  has  but  to  be  reminded  of 
the  political  enthronement  of  the  doctrine  of  racism 
by  the  Nazis,  and  of  the  consequences  of  this  piece  of 
deliberate  political  chicanery^  for  millions  of  human 
beings  and  for  civilization  as  a  whole.  The  white  Na- 
tionalist policies  of  the  Malan  government  in  South 
Africa  constitute  yet  another  example  of  the  conse- 
quences of  pathological  thinking  on  the  nature  of  man. 
Pathological  thoughts,  it  should  never  be  forgotten, 
can  be  quite  as  lethal  as  pathological  germs.  Hence, 
the  importance  for  human  beings  of  understanding  the 
true  facts  concerning  the  nature  of  man  cannot  be 
overestimated. 

In  this  little  book  we  shall  be  concerned  with  the 
critical  discussion  and  exposition  of  some  of  the  main 
problems  and  findings  relating  to  the  biosocial  nature 
of  man,  and  much  of  our  discussion  will  be  concen- 
trated upon  a  critical  examination  of  the  ideas  of  rep- 
resentative thinkers  and  workers  in  this  field,  those 
who  have  had  or  may  have  some  influence  upon  the 
thought  and  conduct  of  their  contemporaries  and  of 
later  generations. 

The  purpose  of  the  present  study  is  not  so  much 
to  assess  the  extent  to  which  human  behavior  is  bio- 
logically or  socially  determined— for  no  one  is  in  a  po- 
sition to  do  quite  that— as  to  consider  the  evidence 
which  may  lead  us  to  a  better  understanding  of  the 
problems  involved.  We  shall  learn  quite  as  much  from 
the  errors  of  thought  and  of  method  which  have  been 
so  prominently  associated  with  this  kind  of  inquiry  as 
we  shall  learn  from  such  truths  as  have  been  established 
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in  relation  to  it.  That  the  nonscientist  should  hold 
many  inconsistent  and  erroneous  views  in  this  area  of 
human  experience  is  not  at  all  astonishing.  It  is  an 
area  in  which  prejudice  and  emotion  have  played  a 
dominant  role;  and  scientists  have  not  infrequently 
revealed  themselves  quite  as  prejudiced  and  emotional, 
however  unconscious  they  may  have  been  of  the  fact— 
as  the  nonscientist.  Thus,  it  has  been  shown  that  scien- 
tists who  tend  towards  conservatism  in  their  political 
views  are  usually  strong  hereditarians,  misunderstand- 
ing the  very  nature  of  heredity,  and  placing  most 
emphasis  upon  biological  endowment  as  the  supreme 
factor  in  influencing  human  behavior;  whereas  scien- 
tists whose  political  thinking  is  of  a  more  liberal  nature 
are  more  inclined  to  be  environmentalists  and  to  give 
explanations  of  human  behavior  mostly  in  terms  of 
environmental  or  cultural  influences.^  Similar  signifi- 
cant correlations  have  been  discovered  in  college  stu- 
dents,^ and  it  is  a  matter  of  common  observation  that 
the  relationship  is  to  be  encountered  in  most  classes 
of  human  beings.  It  therefore  behooves  all  of  us  to  keep 
an  open  and  critically  balanced  mind  in  approaching 
the  controversial  subject  of  man's  biosocial  nature. 
Absolute  certainty  is  only  for  uneducated  minds  and 
fanatics.  Let  us,  then,  in  a  spirit  of  inquiry  turn  to  a 
consideration  of  some  representative  theories,  from 
the  earliest  times  to  the  present  day,  which  have  been 
held  concerning  the  nature  of  man  and  which  have 
played  an  important  role  in  the  development  of  West- 
ern civilization,  and  also  to  consider  some  of  those 
which  could  do  so  were  they  to  be  uncritically  accepted. 


SPECULATIONS  CONCERNING  EARLY  VIEWS 


What  is  man?  What  is  human  nature?  These  are 
questions  which  have  undoubtedly  exercised  the  specu- 
lative faculty  of  human  beings  ever  since  they  became 
capable  of  self-reflection.  Concerning  prehistoric  man's 
reflections  upon  this  subject  we  know  little  more  than 
we  are  able  to  reconstruct  from  his  cultural  remains. 
From  the  burial  practices  of  Neanderthal  man,  who 
lived  some  50,000  years  ago,  we  may  infer  that  he  had 
already  developed  a  thoroughgoing  creation  story.  Man 
was  a  creation  of  the  gods  and  at  death  he  passed  on  to 
some  other  habitation.  This  is  what  the  tools,  the  food, 
and  the  red  ochre  found  together  with  the  burials 
suggests.  But  beyond  that,  for  the  prehistoric  period, 
we  cannot  go.  The  next  best  thing  we  can  do  is  to 
examine  the  cultures  of  living  nonliterate  peoples,  and 
when  we  do  so  we  find  that  the  answers  to  the  questions 
What  is  man?  What  is  human  nature?  are  usually  inter- 
related in  a  special  way.  We  find  that  the  answer  to 
the  first  question  is  usually  returned  in  terms  of  what 
man's  nature  is  culturally  allowed  to  be. 

In  short,  upon  investigation  we  find  that  most  cul- 
tures begin  with  a  conception  of  human  nature  and 
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then  proceed  to  fashion  their  man  according  to  it. 
Man  is  custom  made,  tailored  according  to  the  pat- 
tern prevailing  in  each  culture.  And  as  anthropologists 
have  shown,  man's  cultures  are  remarkably  various. 
Within  the  great  range  of  human  cultures  the  views 
held  concerning  the  nature  of  man  are  probably  as 
numerous  as  the  leaves  in  Vallombrosa.  In  point  of 
fact  we  know  much  less  than  we  ought  of  the  views 
concerning  the  nature  of  man  held  by  nonliterate 
peoples.^  But  we  do  know  something,  and  together 
with  what  we  have  learned  of  the  views  of  man  held 
by  the  literate  cultures  of  the  world,  we  can  say  that 
these  well-nigh  exhaust  the  envisageable  possibilities. 
A  comparative  study  of  the  "man-views,"  as  they  may 
be  called,  has  never  been  made.  It  would  be  most 
revealing.  The  nearest  thing  to  it  that  we  have  at  the 
present  time  are  the  studies  in  culture  and  personality 
that  anthropologists  have  initiated  in  recent  years. 
Such  studies,  in  which  the  attention  is  largely  focused 
on  child-rearing  practices  and  their  relation  to  the 
development  of  personality,  throw  considerable  light 
upon  the  "man-views"  of  different  cultures,  and  repre- 
sent at  least  one  means  available  to  us  of  discovering 
the  nature  of  those  views  and  possibly  also  those  held 
by  earlier  peoples.^  But  beyond  the  little  we  have 
already  said  on  this  subject  it  is  not  possible  to  venture 
here.  A  few  words  require  to  be  said  on  biosocial 
theories  of  man  in  antiquity. 


THEORIES  IN  ANTIQUITY 


The  ancient  Greeks  were  monogenists,  that  is  to  say 
they  believed  in  the  descent  of  all  human  beings  from  a 
common  stock."  Differences  between  men,  they  be- 
lieved, were  largely  due  to  environment.  When,  in  the 
fourth  century,  the  institution  of  slavery  began  increas- 
ingly to  come  under  attack  it  fell  to  the  lot  of  Aristotle 
to  develop  the  necessary  theoretical  bases  upon  which 
to  erect  the  justification  for  its  existence.  In  the  Poli- 
tics Aristotle  argued  that  the  slave  was  but  a  partial 
man,  lacking  the  governing  element  of  the  soul,  and 
therefore  needed  to  be  ruled  by  those  possessing  this 
element.  Some  men  were  more  fitted  by  nature  to  be 
slaves  than  others.'' 

Before  Aristotle,  Plato  had  deliberately  proposed 
a  piece  of  disingenuous  fiction  concerning  the  innate 
differences  existing  between  men,  calculated  to  con- 
vince the  workers  that  there  are  people  who  are  better 
qualified  to  rule  than  they."  But  this  "Phoenician  Lie," 
as  Plato  called  it,  failed  to  germinate.^  Most  serious 
scholars  are  agreed  that,  with  the  exception  of  the  lone 
Aristotle,  while  the  Greeks  affected  to  despise  the  bar- 
barian, they  did  so  on  purely  cultural  grounds,  never 
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on  biological  ones.^"  The  Greeks,  indeed,  as  Isocrates 
(436-338  B.C.)  put  it,  thought  of  Hellenism  as  a  thing  of 
the  spirit  rather  than  of  "race."  "So  far"  he  wrote,  "has 
Athens  distanced  the  rest  of  mankind  in  thought  and 
in  speech  that  her  pupils  have  become  the  teachers 
of  the  rest  of  the  world;  and  she  has  brought  it  about 
that  the  name  of  'Hellenes'  is  applied  rather  to  those 
who  share  our  culture  than  to  those  who  share  a  com- 
mon blood."  ^^ 

What  a  people  thinks  of  the  biosocial  nature  of  man 
is  reflected,  in  high  relief  as  it  were,  in  their  views  on 
"race."  The  Greeks,  as  also  the  Romans,  were  singularly 
free  of  anything  resembling  race  prejudice.^^ 


THE  CHRISTIAN  VIEW 


The  Christian  view  of  the  biosocial  nature  of  man 
has,  it  hardly  need  be  said,  had  the  most  pervasively 
influential  effect  upon  Western  man's  conception  of 
human  nature.  The  Christian  tradition  has  its  roots  in 
Greek  and  Hebrew  teachings,  from  the  former  deriv- 
ing its  pessimism  and  from  the  latter  the  belief  in  the 
innate  naughtiness  of  human  nature.  The  Hebrew- 
Greek-Christian  tradition  has  been  transmitted  to  us 
principally  through  the  interpretation  given  to  the 
teachings  of  Jesus  by  a  member  of  the  same  culture- 
world.  This  member  was  that  obsessively  uncompromis- 
ing zealot  Saul,  called  St.  Paul.  It  is  to  St.  Paul  that  the 
Western  world  is  indebted  for  the  peculiar  develop- 
ment of  the  doctrine  of  Original  Sin  and  the  inherent 
wickedness  of  man— a  dogma,  so  far  as  we  know,  not 
even  remotely  suggested  by  anything  Jesus  ever  said 
or  did.  With  the  sinning  of  the  first  man  "sin  entered 
into  the  world"  according  to  St.  Paul  (Romans  5:12-21). 
St.  Paul's  teachings  were  systematically  elaborated  by 
the  Church  Fathers,  so  that  they  became  accepted  doc- 
trine throughout  the  length  and  breadth  of  Christen- 
dom. Jansenism  and  Puritanism  are  two,  by  no  means 
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extreme,  forms  of  this  doctrine,  the  one  holding  that 
man  becomes  progressively  more  evil  as  he  lives,  and 
the  other  that  the  proof  of  man's  inherent  evil  lies 
in  his  apparently  unlimited  capacity  for  enjoyment. 
For  Jonathan  Edwards  (1703-1758),  for  example, 

In  Adam's  fall 
We  sinned  all, 

and  from  the  consequences  of  this  sin  there  was  no 
escape  except  by  virtue  of  divine  grace.^^  Hannah  More 
(1745-1833),  the  English  bluestocking,  praises  the  dic- 
tum that  children  should  be  taught  they  are  "naturally 
depraved  creatures,"  and  goes  on  to  add  that  a  stroll  in 
the  public  gardens  on  Sunday  evening  or  attendance 
at  a  sacred  concert  are  to  be  condemned  as  sinful.^* 

As  Muller  has  remarked:  "Throughout  Christian 
history  the  conviction  that  man's  birthright  is  sin  has 
encouraged  an  unrealistic  acceptance  of  remediable 
social  evils,  or  even  a  callousness  about  human  suffer- 
ing. It  helps  to  explain  the  easy  acceptance  of  slavery 
and  serfdom,  and  a  record  of  religious  atrocity  un- 
matched by  any  other  high  religion."  ^^ 

To  explain  the  existence  of  evil  the  common  appeal 
of  many  peoples  has  been  to  a  "fall"  from  a  prior  state 
of  perfection.  Nothing  could  be  more  natural  than  such 
an  explanation.  It  is  found  in  early  Chaldean  legends. 
Hesiod  {Work  and  Days,  109-201)  tells  how  "the  golden 
race  ...  as  gods  were  wont  to  live."  Then  Pandora 
ensnared  her  husband  Epimetheus,  in  disobedience  of 
the  divine  command,  to  open  the  box  with  which  she 
had  been  presented  by  the  gods,  whereupon  trouble 
and  sorrow  escaped  into  the  world,  leaving  only  hope 
behind. 
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The  early  and  widespread  belief  in  "the  fall,"  in 
doctrines  of  inherent  natural  depravity,  or  the  original 
sinfulness  of  human  nature,  have  enjoyed  so  wide  an 
appeal,  we  may  suspect,  because  they  have  served  to 
shift  the  blame  for  man's  evil  behavior  from  himself  to 
his  inherent  nature.  He  can  strive  to  be  good,  but  al- 
ways in  resistance  to  the  dangerous  undertow  of  his 
evil  and  destructive  impulses,  which  are  constantly 
threatening  to  pull  him  under. 

The  secular  experience  of  humanity  during  the  last 
2,000  years— the  internecine  wars,  the  bloodshed,  plun- 
der, treachery  and  tyranny,  the  inhumanity  of  man  to 
man— has  in  almost  every  way  served  to  confirm  the 
Church  Fathers'  view  of  the  natural  depravity  of  man. 

The  "nasty  brute"  view  of  man  was  developed  by 
Thomas  Hobbes  (1588-1679)  in  his  book  Leviathan 
(1651),  and  it  stated  the  extreme  rationalist  viewpoint 
with  force  and  vigor.  Man,  argued  Hobbes,  is  simply 
the  motions  of  the  organism,  being  by  nature  a  selfish, 
individualistic  animal  at  constant  war  with  all  men. 
Hobbes'  influence  should  not  be  underestimated. 

There  is  a  brief  interlude  in  the  long  history  of  the 
doctrine  of  man's  inner  depravity— the  Enlightenment 
or  the  Age  of  Reason  of  the  eighteenth  century.  Adopt- 
ing a  rationalistic  and  scientific  approach  to  the  prob- 
lems presented  by  the  religious,  political,  social,  and 
economic  issues  of  the  time,  and  influenced  by  early 
explorers'  descriptions  of  "the  noble  savage,"  the  age 
tended  to  take  a  much  more  charitable  view  of  human 
nature.^®  The  writings  of  Kant,  Goethe,  Lessing,  Her- 
der, Rousseau,  Condorcet,  Diderot,  to  mention  but  a 
few  of  the  most  famous,  strongly  urged  the  notion  of  a 
human  nature  uncorrupted  by  any  form  of  original 
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sin  other  than  the  original  sins  committed  against  it 
by  society.  This  viewpoint  was  most  notably  developed 
by  Rousseau  in  his  great  book  The  Social  Contract, 
published  in  1762. 

Unfortunately  for  the  Romantics,  as  they  were  called 
by  their  more  "realistic"  critics,  the  Industrial  Revolu- 
tion interrupted  the  expansion  of  their  theories.  Since 
the  philosophy  of  the  Industrial  Revolution  in  prac- 
tice subscribed  to  the  doctrine  of  the  inequality  of 
man  and  thus  the  lesser  worth  of  some  human  beings 
as  compared  with  others,  the  nineteenth  century  pro- 
duced the  worst  possible  climate  for  the  development  of 
such  beliefs  as  those  held  by  the  Romantics.^^  The  doc- 
trine of  innate  depravity  was  much  more  suited  to  the 
world  outlook  of  the  nineteenth  century  than  was  that 
of  the  innate  goodness  of  man.  St.  Paul,  rather  than 
Jesus,  had  conquered  the  Western  world. 


THE  INSTITUTION  OF  SLAVERY 


The  French  Revolution  may  not  have  succeeded  in 
establishing  the  principle  in  the  minds  of  men  that 
liberty,  fraternity,  and  equality  is  sound  doctrine  by 
which  to  live,  but  it  did  at  least  raise  the  question  in 
the  minds  of  many  who  would  not  otherwise  have  con- 
sidered it.  The  history  of  the  last  170  years  could,  in 
fact,  be  illuminatingly  written  in  terms  of  the  clash 
between  those  who  have  attempted  to  implement  this 
doctrine  as  a  way  of  life,  and  those  who  have  attempted 
to  tear  it  down.  It  is  one  of  the  strange  twists  of  history 
that  the  land  in  which  the  greatest  antagonism  to  that 
doctrine  should  have  appeared  is  the  United  States  of 
America.  As  a  doctrine  to  which  to  pay  lip  service  the 
principles  of  the  French  Revolution  were  acceptable 
enough,  but  when  it  came  to  the  question  of  putting 
them  into  practice,  the  30  per  cent  profit  on  each  slave 
stood  in  the  way.  When,  towards  the  end  of  the  eight- 
eenth century,  voices  began  to  make  themselves  heard 
in  protest  against  the  inhuman  traffic  in  slaves,  and 
when  those  voices  came  increasingly  from  influential 
men  and  organizations,  the  supporters  of  slavery,  put 
on  the  defensive,  were  forced  to  look  about  them  for 
reasons  of  a  new  kind  to  controvert  the  dangerous  argu- 
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ments  of  their  opponents.  The  abolitionists  argued  that 
those  who  were  enslaved  were  as  good  human  beings 
as  those  who  had  enslaved  them.  To  this,  by  way  of 
reply,  the  champions  of  slavery  could  only  attempt  to 
show  that  the  slaves  were  certainly  not  as  good  as  their 
masters.  And  in  this  highly  charged  emotional  atmos- 
phere there  began  the  doleful  recital  of  the  catalogue 
of  differences  which  were  alleged  to  prove  the  inferiority 
of  the  slave  to  his  master.^^ 

It  is  not  commonly  realized  how  greatly  so  many  of 
the  biosocial  theories  of  the  nature  of  man  were  influ- 
enced by  the  debates  which  raged  over  slavery  during 
the  period  1775-1870.  One  side  claimed  that  there 
were  groups  of  men  characterized  by  physical  and  men- 
tal differences  who  stood  lower  in  the  scale  of  develop- 
ment than  other  groups;  it  was  also  claimed  that  such 
differences  characterized  the  different  classes  of  men 
living  in  the  same  society  or  nation.  The  other  side 
claimed  that  apart  from  the  physical  differences,  so  far 
as  the  races  of  mankind  were  concerned,  the  mental 
differences  which  existed  between  groups  of  mankind 
were  probably  due  to  differences  in  opportunity  for 
mental  development,  and  that  so  far  as  class  differences 
are  concerned,  mental  and  even  physical  differences 
could  be  traced  to  differences  in  socio-economic  condi- 
tions and  opportunities  for  education.  The  debate  still 
goes  on.  It  received  a  new  accretion  of  strength  with 
the  advent  of  the  Darwinian  theory  of  evolution,  in  the 
age  of  the  Industrial  Revolution,  associated  with  a 
galloping  imperialism  and  the  rising  tide  of  national- 
ism. It  is  at  this  juncture  that  we  may  profitably  turn 
to  a  consideration  of  the  various  biosocial  theories  of 
the  nature  of  man. 


THE  DARWINIAN  THEORY  OF  EVOLUTION 


Darwin's  epoch-making  book  was  published  on  No- 
vember 24,  1859,  and  was  entitled  On  the  Origin  of 
Species  by  Means  of  Natural  Selection,  or  the  Preserva- 
tion of  Favoured  Races  in  the  Struggle  for  Life.  Here, 
at  once,  in  the  very  title  of  this  famous  book  we  per- 
ceive that  it  was  taken  for  granted  that  some  races 
will  be  favored  in  the  struggle  for  existence  while 
others  will  not.  Those  who  have  the  necessary  adaptive 
fitness  will  survive,  those  who  do  not  will  tend  to  leave 
a  smaller  progeny  behind  them  and  even  die  out. 

We  know  how  well  this  doctrine  fitted  the  book  of 
laissez-faire  capitalism.  Here,  full-blown,  was  the  sci- 
entific validation  of  the  class  structure  of  society,  and 
the  imperialist,  exploitative  enterprises  of  such  a  so- 
ciety.^^ 

It  was  not,  in  fact,  till  1871,  when  Darwin's  The 
Descent  of  Man  was  published,  that  what  was  implicit 
in  The  Origin  of  Species  was  made  fully  explicit  for 
man.  "Man,  like  every  other  animal,  has  no  doubt  ad- 
vanced to  his  present  high  condition  through  a  struggle 
for  existence  consequent  on  his  rapid  multiplication; 
and  if  he  is  to  advance  still  higher,  it  is  to  be  feared 
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that  he  must  remain  subject  to  a  severe  struggle.  Other- 
wise he  would  sink  into  indolence,  and  the  more  gifted 
men  would  not  be  more  successful  in  the  battle  of  life 
than  the  less  gifted.  Hence,  our  natural  rate  of  in- 
crease, though  leading  to  many  and  obvious  evils,  must 
not  be  greatly  diminished  by  any  means.  There  should 
be  open  competition  for  all  men."2o 

The  implication  here  is  that  man  is  a  naturally  com- 
petitive creature  who  has  attained  his  present  high 
estate  through  competition,  and  if  he  is  to  make  any 
progress,  he  must  continue  to  compete. 

This  view  that  man  is  a  naturally  aggressive  creature, 
as  we  have  already  seen,  was  by  no  means  the  invention 
of  Charles  Darwin.  Darwin  had  inherited  the  notion  as 
a  member  of  the  Western  Christian  tradition,  just  as 
Thomas  Hobbes,  two  centuries  earlier,  had  done.  What 
Darwin  did  was  to  naturalize,  to  render  scientifically 
respectable,  the  idea  of  "Original  Sin"— in  its  nine- 
teenth-century garb:  "innate  depravity."  Man,  in  com- 
mon with  the  rest  of  the  animal  kingdom,  he  asserted, 
is  naturally  aggressive;  but  though  that  be  the  natural 
fact,  yet  Darwin  adds  that  "Important  as  the  struggle 
for  existence  has  been  and  even  still  is,  yet  as  far  as 
the  highest  part  of  man's  nature  is  concerned  there  are 
other  agencies  more  important.  For  the  moral  qualities 
are  advanced,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  much  more 
through  the  effects  of  habit,  the  reasoning  powers,  in- 
struction, religion,  &c.,  than  through  natural  selec- 
tion." 21  This  is  an  important  statement.  It  says,  in  effect, 
that  man's  moral  qualities  are  not  the  product  of  nat- 
ural selection,  but  rather  of  artificial  or  social  selection, 
through  the  agency  of  what  we  would  today  call  cul- 
ture. While  man's  physical  evolution  has,  in  the  past, 
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been  dependent  on  natural  selection,  Darwin  tries 
to  show,  in  The  Descent  of  Man,  that  his  moral  and 
social  evolution  is  increasingly  dependent  upon  cul- 
tural  factors. 

It  is,  however,  quite  clear  from  Darwin's  standpoint 
that  the  allegedly  innate  aggressive  impulses  of  man 
are  in  conflict  with  his  moral  strivings.  And  this  is  the 
view  which  has  prevailed  up  to  the  present  day.  Darwin 
and  the  Darwinians,  in  the  spirit  of  their  highly  com- 
petitive times,  gave  too  much  attention  to  competition 
as  a  factor  of  evolution  and  too  little  to  the  factor  of 
cooperation.^^  In  The  Origin  of  Species  there  is  but  a 
single  reference  to  the  factor  of  cooperation,^^  the  em- 
phasis is  overwhelmingly  upon  the  competitive  nature 
of  living  things. 

Darwin  quite  sensitively  understood  the  importance 
of  cooperation  for  man's  future  development,  but  what 
he  failed  to  observe  was  that  the  effects  of  good  habits, 
reasoning  powers,  instruction,  and  religion,  etc.,  insofar 
as  they  confer  survival  benefits  upon  human  beings, 
had  in  man's  past,  and  will  continue  to  have  in  his 
future,  a  high  natural  as  well  as  a  high  artificial  (cul- 
tural) selective  value.  As  Haldane  has  pointed  out,  "in 
so  far  as  it  makes  for  the  survival  of  one's  descendants 
and  near  relations,  altruistic  behaviour  is  a  kind  of  Dar- 
winian fitness,  and  may  be  expected  to  spread  as  a  re- 
sult of  natural  selection."  2* 

The  Darwinian  view  of  man's  nature  became  gen- 
eralized in  the  following  form:  Since  man  is  descended 
from  lower  animals,  and  his  physical  relationship  to 
those  animals  can  be  demonstrated  by  any  competent 
anatomist,  it  is  evident  that  man  carries  within  his 
structure  the  marks  of  his  lowly  ancestry.  It  is,  so  it  was 
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further  reasoned,  naturally  to  be  expected  that  he  also 
carries  within  him  the  evidences  of  his  psychic  affinity 
to  the  animals  from  which  he  has  descended.  Competi- 
tiveness and  aggressiveness  are  inborn  traits  of  man,  so 
runs  the  theory,  and  they  cannot  be  eradicated;  the 
problem  is  to  control  them. 

From  Darwin  to  Freud  this  is  the  theme  song  of  in- 
numerable writers,  ranging  from  artists  to  zoologists, 
and  embracing  military  men,  emperors,  sociologists, 
businessmen,  politicians,  literary  critics,  musicians,  and 
the  man  on  the  street,  not  to  mention  practically  every 
other  class  of  human  being. 

Such  a  "Darwinian"  standpoint  has  been  used  as  a 
basis  for  a  wide  variety  of  arguments:  for  discrimina- 
tion against  persons  on  the  basis  of  some  group  mem- 
bership fancied  to  be  "inferior,"  for  the  justification 
of  war,  on  the  conduct  of  business,  or  the  bringing  up 
of  children.  Darwin's  statement  that  "At  some  future 
period,  not  very  distant  as  measured  by  centuries,  the 
civilised  races  of  man  will  almost  certainly  exterminate, 
and  replace,  the  savage  races  throughout  the  world,"  ^^ 
was  echoed  by  innumerable  thinkers:  Ernst  Haeckel  in 
Germany  and  the  German  General  Staff,^®  Francis  Gal- 
ton,  Karl  Pearson,  Herbert  Spencer,  and  many  others 
in  England,"  and  most  recently  Sir  Arthur  Keith  ;^^ 
by  C.  B.  Davenport,  E.  M.  East,  and  William  McDougall 
in  the  United  States,^^  and  by  numerous  others.^" 

Nineteenth-century  thinkers  had,  on  the  whole,  ar- 
rived at  the  conclusion  that  human  nature  differs 
racially,  ethnically,  nationally,  and  even  among  the 
social  classes  of  the  same  people,  and  that  these  differ- 
ences are  biologically  determined.  Hence,  it  became  a 
simple  matter  to  account  for  the  differences  in  human 
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nature  and  their  cultural  expression.  Since  the  differ- 
ences in  human  nature  were  biologically  determined, 
it  became  evident  that  the  peoples  who  had  conquered 
others  during  the  history  of  the  world  were  superior  to 
those  whom  they  had  defeated,  and  secular  world  his- 
tory could  be  regarded  as  a  continuation  of  natural 
history.  It  has  already  been  pointed  out  that  this  con- 
ception of  human  nature  gained  ascendancy  in  the 
nineteenth  century  with  the  rise  (in  the  midst  of  the 
Industrial  Revolution  and  a  rampant  imperialism)  of  the 
Darwinian  theory  of  evolution  and  its  doctrine  of  nat- 
ural selection,  the  "struggle  for  existence"  and  the 
"survival  of  the  fittest."  Intellectually  honest  men  and 
distinguished  scientists  could  persuade  themselves  and 
others  that  the  virtual  enslavement  of  "the  lower 
classes,"  the  exploitation  of  the  lands  of  "inferior"  or 
"superannuated  races"  and  their  eventual  supplantation 
by  "the  white  race,"  were  not  only  biologically  justi- 
fiable, but  the  clear  Judgment  of  Nature. 

Galton  held  that  the  quality  of  a  civilization  was 
dependent  upon  the  qualities  of  the  individuals  com- 
posing it,  and  that  the  rise  and  decline  of  civilizations 
were  associated  with  the  rise  and  decline  of  the  innate 
qualities  of  peoples.  Galton  took  a  pessimistic  view  of 
man's  capacity  to  maintain  civilization  at  a  high  level— 
unless  man  consciously  took  into  his  own  hands  the 
matter  of  securing  the  persistence  of  individuals  with 
the  highly  developed  necessary  innate  qualities.  Man, 
he  suggested,  could  take  the  breeding  of  man  in  hand. 
For  this  purpose  he  proposed  a  science  of  "eugenics," 
which  he  defined  as  "the  science  of  improving  stock, 
which  is  by  no  means  confined  to  questions  of  judicious 
mating  but  which,  especially  in  the  case  of  man,  takes 
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cognizance  of  all  influences  that  tend  in  however  re- 
mote a  degree  to  give  to  the  more  suitable  races  or 
strains  of  blood  a  better  chance  of  prevailing  speedily 
over  the  less  suitable  than  they  otherwise  would  have 
done."^^  Perceive  how  readily  such  a  view  of  human 
nature  leads  to  the  practice  of  racism  and  the  justifica- 
tion of  war.  Nowhere  is  this  made  more  explicit  than 
in  a  famous  lecture  by  Karl  Pearson,  Galton's  pupil 
and  friend,  entitled  National  Life  from  the  Standpoint 
of  Science  (1901).  Pearson  writes,  "You  will  see  that 
my  view— and  I  think  it  may  be  called  the  scientific 
view  of  a  nation— is  that  of  an  organized  whole,  kept 
up  to  a  high  pitch  of  internal  efficiency  by  insuring 
that  its  numbers  are  substantially  recruited  from  the 
better  stocks,  and  kept  up  to  a  high  pitch  of  external 
efficiency  by  contest,  chiefly  by  way  of  war  with  inferior 
races,  and  with  equal  races  by  the  struggle  for  trade- 
routes  and  the  sources  of  raw  material  and  of  food 
supply.  This  is  the  natural  history  view  of  mankind, 
and  I  do  not  think  you  can  in  its  main  features  subvert 
it."  (p.  46) 

Some  twelve  years  earlier  Thomas  Henry  Huxley 
had  published  what  soon  came  to  be  known  as  "The 
Struggle  for  Life  Manifesto,"  in  which  he  asserted  that 
"From  the  point  of  view  of  the  moralist,  the  animal 
world  is  on  about  the  same  level  as  a  gladiator's  show. 
The  creatures  are  fairly  well  treated,  and  set  to  fight- 
whereby  the  strongest,  the  swiftest  and  the  cunningest 
live  to  fight  another  day.  The  spectator  has  no  need  to 
turn  his  thumbs  down,  as  no  quarter  is  given."  ^^  jn 
1893,  in  the  Romanes  Lecture  on  "Evolution  and  Eth- 
ics" Huxley  made  it  clear  that  "the  practice  of  that 
which  is  ethically  best— what  we  call  goodness  or  virtue 
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—involves  a  course  of  conduct  which,  in  all  respects,  is 
opposed  to  that  which  leads  to  success  in  the  cosmic 
struggle  for  existence.  In  place  of  ruthless  self-assertion 
it  demands  self-restraint;  in  place  of  thrusting  aside, 
or  treading  down,  all  competitors,  it  requires  that  the 
individual  shall  help  his  fellows;  its  influence  is  di- 
rected, not  so  much  to  the  survival  of  the  fittest  as  to 
the  fitting  of  as  many  as  possible  to  survive.  It  repudi- 
ates the  gladiatorial  theory  of  existence."  ^^ 

Ethical  conduct  and  what  Huxley  called  "the  cosmic 
process"  were  in  his,  as  in  Darwin's  mind,  opposed, 
but  as  Julian— T.H.  Huxley's  distinguished  grandson- 
points  out,  "We  can  now  say  that  T.  H.  Huxley's  anti- 
thesis between  ethics  and  evolution  was  false,  because 
based  on  a  limited  definition  of  evolution  and  a  static 
view  of  ethics."  ^*  A  point  to  which  we  shall  return. 

In  yet  another  famous  lecture.  Sir  Arthur  Keith 
(1866-1955)  asserted  that  "Nature  keeps  her  orchard 
healthy  by  pruning;  war  is  her  pruning-hook.  We  can- 
not dispense  with  her  services.  This  harsh  and  repug- 
nant forecast  of  man's  future  is  wrung  from  me.  The 
future  of  my  dreams  is  a  warless  world."  ^^  And  Keith 
continued  to  develop  this  viewpoint  in  two  more  books. 
The  basic  aggressiveness  of  man  is  taken  for  granted. 
"Prejudices,"  Keith  writes,  "are  inborn;  are  part  of 
the  birthright  of  every  child."  These  prejudices  "have 
been  grafted  in  our  natures  for  a  special  purpose— an 
evolutionary  purpose."  "They  are  essential  parts  of 
the  evolutionary  machinery  which  Nature  employed 
throughout  eons  of  time  to  secure  the  separation  of 
man  into  permanent  groups  and  thus  to  attain  produc- 
tion of  new  and  improved  races  of  Mankind."  "Nature 
endowed  her  tribal  teams  with  this  spirit  of  antagonism 
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for  her  own  purposes.  It  has  come  down  to  us  and 
creeps  out  from  our  modern  life  in  many  shapes,  as 
national  rivalries  and  jealousies  and  as  racial  hatreds. 
The  modern  name  for  this  spirit  of  antagonism  is  race- 
prejudice."  "Nature  throughout  the  past  has  demanded 
that  a  people  who  seeks  independence  as  well  as  peace 
can  obtain  these  privileges  only  in  one  way— by  being 
prepared   to   sacrifice   their  blood  to  secure   them."^® 


THE  FREUDIAN  VIEW 


Students  of  the  human  mind  have  been  no  less  in- 
fluenced by  Darwinian  theory  than  students  of  the 
evolution  of  the  human  body.  Any  competent  com- 
parative anatomist  could  demonstrate  the  evidences 
of  structures  vestigial  in  man  but  quite  functional  in 
his  ancestors;  and,  of  course,  most  of  man's  anatomical 
characters  he  held  in  common  with  his  nearest  living 
relatives,  the  great  apes.  It  was  to  be  expected,  then, 
that  his  psychological  endowment  would  also  exhibit 
some  persisting  evidences  of  his  lowly  origins. 

It  was  true  that  man  was  something  more  than  a 
beast,  yet  it  was  equally  true  that  he  was  not  less  than 
a  beast,  that  he  was  still  in  part  beast;  and  in  spite  of 
such  humanity  as  he  was  capable  of  achieving,  it  was 
only  too  evident  that  the  beast  in  him  would  keep  on 
creeping  out.  This  viewpoint  is  still  widely  held  at  the 
present  time— whether  the  beastliness  be  that  of  the  Pas- 
sionate Pauline  or  the  Dismal  Darwinist  variety. 

This  general  viewpoint  has  received  what  is  perhaps 
its  most  striking  reinforcement  from  a  source  which 
undoubtedly  represents  the  most  insightful  contribu- 
tion  to  our  understanding  of   human  nature   in    the 
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history  of  humanity.  I  refer  to  the  psychoanalytic  the- 
ories of  Sigmund  Freud  (1856-1939). 

Freud  was  born  three  years  before  the  publication  of 
Darwin's  Origin  of  Species,  and  growing  up  in  the 
Darwinian  age  he  became  a  thouroughgoing  Darwin- 
ian. He  was  a  product  of  the  Hebraeo-Christian  tradi- 
tion, of  the  period  of  Franz  Josef  and  the  Victorian 
age.  This  age  was  largely  preoccupied  with  morality, 
and  it  confused  the  morality  of  evolution  with  the 
evolution  of  morality.  It  is  not  surprising  that  Freud 
should  have  been  unable  to  avoid  structuring  what  he 
perceived  of  the  dynamics  of  human  behavior  in  terms 
of  the  dynamics  of  the  human  society  with  which  he 
was  familiar,  precisely  as  the  Darwinians  were  unable 
to  avoid  seeing  nature  in  terms  of  the  competitive 
struggle  for  existence  which  prevailed  in  nineteenth- 
century  Europe.  There  is  nothing  new  in  the  discovery 
that  we  tend  to  see  the  world  according  to  the  kingdom 
that  is  within  us,  and  the  kingdom  that  is  within  us  is 
likely  to  be  the  one  in  which  we  happen  to  have  been 
reared. 

Freud  conceived  of  the  mental  life  of  man  as  the 
expression  principally  of  the  reciprocal  interplay  of 
two  basic  instincts:  Eros  or  Love  and  Thanatos  or 
Death.  What  began,  as  Freud  himself  put  it,^^  as  a 
speculative  "often  far-fetched  idea"  terminated  as  an 
article  of  faith  in  Freud's  final  work.^^  Exploring  "the 
idea  out  of  curiosity  to  see  whither  it  will  lead,"  Freud 
became  so  enamored  of  the  Death  Instinct  that  there- 
after he  was  unable  to  resist  the  tendency  to  see  death 
and  destruction  wherever  he  would.  This  advanced 
so  far  in  Freud  that  he  was  unable  to  perceive  the 
answer  to  the  problem  which  he  said  "We  do  not  know 
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how  to  answer,  and  therefore  we  should  feel  relieved 
if  the  whole  structure  of  our  arguments  were  to  prove 
erroneous.  The  opposition  of  ego  (or  death)  instincts 
and  sexual  (life)  instincts  would  then  disappear,  and 
the  repetition-compulsion  would  also  lose  the  signifi- 
cance we  have  attributed  to  it."^^ 

The  problem  is  again  stated  in  Freud's  last  (posthu- 
mously) published  work,  An  Outline  of  Psychoanalysis. 
He  writes:  "If  we  suppose  that  living  things  appeared 
later  than  inanimate  ones  and  arose  out  of  them,  then 
the  death  instinct  agrees  with  the  formula  that  we  have 
stated,  to  the  effect  that  instincts  tend  toward  a  re- 
turn to  an  earlier  state.  We  are  unable  to  apply  the 
formula  of  Eros  (the  love  instinct).  That  would  be 
to  imply  that  living  substance  had  once  been  a  unity 
but  had  subsequently  been  torn  apart  and  was  now 
tending  toward  re-union."  *° 

In  a  milieu  of  war,  hostility,  divisiveness,  destruc- 
tion, and  death,  it  is  perhaps  understandable  why  Freud 
should  have  failed  to  see  the  answer— which  almost  any 
student  of  biology  could  have  given  him— to  the  ques- 
tion he  asked.  Freud  here  presents  a  striking  illustration 
of  the  dangers  which  arise  from  becoming  too  en- 
amored with  theory,  namely,  the  resulting  insensibility 
to  facts. 

Of  course  living  substance  had  once  been  a  unity, 
and  we  see  this  unity  at  a  complex  level  in  the  single 
cell;  the  "tearing  apart"  is  seen  in  the  process  of  fission, 
in  the  one  cell  coming  into  being  from  the  other;  and 
the  "tending  toward  re-union"  we  see  not  merely  in  the 
conjugal  behavior  of  organisms  but  in  the  tendency 
of  organisms  to  relate  to  each  other,  as  exhibited  in 
the  innate  tendency  of  one  organism  or  cell  to  react 
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in  a  definite  manner  with  another  organism  or  cell— 
a  process  which  has  been  called  prototaxis. 

Organisms  are  environmental  necessities  for  each 
other.  The  fact  that  all  living  organisms  tend  to  form 
social  aggregates,  that  is,  to  interact  with  each  other  in 
a  mutually  beneficial  manner,  is  proof  of  the  deep- 
seated  nature  of  this  universal  drive.  I  have  elsewhere 
suggested  that  the  fundamentally  social  nature  of  all 
living  things  has  its  origin  in  the  reproductive  rela- 
tionship between  genitor  and  offspring;  in  the  fact  that 
the  life  of  either  one  or  the  other  is  at  some  time  de- 
pendent upon  the  potential  or  actual  being  of  the  other; 
and  that  the  social  relationships  existing  between  or- 
ganisms up  to  and  including  man  represent  the  largely 
unconscious  development  of  the  interdependent  rela- 
tionship between  mother  and  child  as  experienced  in 
the  reproductive  state.*^ 

The  tendency  of  life  is  not  to  destroy  itself  but  to 
reproduce  and  maintain  itself.  Sexual  conjugation  and 
reproduction  are  related  not  simply  as  cause  and  effect, 
in  that  order,  but  conjugation  occurs  as  an  effect  of 
reproduction.  The  "repetition  compulsion"  of  which 
Freud  speaks,  the  desire  to  return  to  the  unitary  state, 
the  drive  towards  union,  arises  out  of  the  fact  that  all 
living  things  originate  out  of  other  living  things.  The 
drive  to  be  together  is  an  expression  of  the  desire  to 
be  united  with  one's  kind,  to  be  unified  without  being 
reduced  to  uniformity. 

The  aim  of  Eros,  according  to  Freud,  is  to  bind  to- 
gether, whereas  the  aim  of  Thanatos  is  to  undo  connec- 
tions and  so  to  destroy  things.  "We  may  suppose  that 
the  final  aim  of  the  destructive  instinct  is  to  reduce 
living  things  to  an  inorganic  state.  For  this  reason  we 
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also  call  it  the  death  instinct."*^ 

Throughout  the  writings  of  Freud  the  "aggressive 
instinct"  plays  an  important  role.  We  are  told  that 
"The  holding  back  of  aggressiveness  is  in  general  un- 
healthy and  leads  to  illness.""  Freud  continually  speaks 
of  the  "hostile  impulses  of  mankind"**  as  if  they  were 
biologically  determined  and  biologically  inherited  en- 
tities; and  when  he  speaks  of  human  culture  he  says, 
"one  gets  the  impression  that  culture  is  something 
which  was  imposed  on  a  resisting  majority  by  a  minor- 
ity that  understood  how  to  possess  itself  of  the  means 
of  power  and  coercion."*^  Freud's  conception  of  the 
Cyclopean  family,  in  Totem  and  Tabu  (1913),  in  which 
the  father  ruthlessly  drives  out  his  own  sons;  his  de- 
velopment of  the  theory  of  the  Oedipus  complex,  in 
which  it  is  postulated  that  every  male  child  normally 
develops  a  profound  jealousy  of  the  father's  possession 
of  the  child's  mother;  in  addition,  the  concept  of  nar- 
cissism as  a  stage  of  self-love  in  the  development  of 
every  infant,  and  many  similar  notions,  were  instru- 
mental in  conveying  a  picture  of  the  biosocial  nature 
of  man,  as  an  essentially  selfish,  aggressive  creature, 
driven  by  blind  creative  and  destructive  forces,  which 
it  was  doubtful  that  man  could  ever  successfully 
control.*^ 

Freud's  view  of  man's  nature  has  colored  much  of 
the  thinking  of  innumerable  workers  in  the  social  and 
psychological  sciences.  Reference  may  be  made  to  the 
writings  of  a  contemporary  psychoanalyst  who  belongs 
to  the  school  of  Jung,  Dr.  M.  E.  Harding.  Dr.  Harding 
writes:  "Beneath  the  decent  facade  of  consciousness 
with  its  disciplined,  moral  order  and  its  good  inten- 
tions,  lurk   the   crude    instinctive   forces   of   life,   like 
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monsters  of  the  deep— devouring,  begetting,  warring 
endlessly.  They  are  for  the  most  part  unseen,  yet  on 
their  urge  and  energy  life  itself  depends:  without  them 
human  beings  would  be  as  inert  as  stones.  But  were 
they  left  to  function  unchecked,  life  would  lose  its 
meaning,  being  reduced  once  more  to  mere  birth  and 
death,  as  in  the  teeming  world  of  the  primordial 
swamps.  In  creating  civilization  man  sought,  however 
unconsciously,  to  curb  these  natural  forces  and  to 
channel  some  part  at  least  of  their  energy  into  forms 
that  would  serve  a  difEerent  purpose.  For  with  the  com- 
ing of  consciousness,  cultural  and  psychological  values 
began  to  compete  with  the  purely  biological  aims  of 
unconscious   functioning."*^ 

This  is  a  typical  utterance  of  the  Freudian  and  the 
Jungian  schools  of  psychoanalysis  on  the  biosocial  na- 
ture of  man.  Alfred  Adler  takes  a  very  diflEerent  view  of 
man's  nature.  "The  growing,  irresistible  evolutionary 
advance  of  social  feeling,"  he  writes,  "warrants  us  in 
assuming  that  the  existence  of  humanity  is  inseparably 
bound  up  with  'goodness.'  Anything  that  contradicts 
this  is  to  be  considered  as  a  failure  in  evolution;  it 
can  be  traced  back  to  mistakes  that  have  been  made  .  .  . 
to  a  failure,  however  produced,  in  one's  growth  in  so- 
cial feeling."*^ 

Ian  Suttie,  in  what  is  undoubtedly  the  most  original, 
profound,  and  sympathetic  of  the  critiques  of  Freud, 
The  Origins  of  Love  and  Hate  (1939),  finds  Freud's 
view  of  the  biosocial  nature  of  man  utterly  unaccept- 
able and  not  in  agreement  with  the  facts;  he  antici- 
pates Adler  in  showing  that  the  great  biologic  need 
of  human  beings  is  for  sociability  and  not  for  a  com- 
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bination  of  destructiveness  and  love.  Karen  Horney 
takes  a  similar  stand  in  her  many  books,  and  so  do 
Erich  Fromm  and  Harry  Stack  Sullivan.*^ 

Freud  conceives  of  man  as  born  with  a  turmoil  of 
energies,  the  id,  which  provides  the  source  of  the  en- 
ergies out  of  which  the  ego  is,  in  part,  developed,  the 
ego  always  retaining  its  roots  in  the  id,  and  also  deriv- 
ing part  of  its  energy  from  various  organs  and  parts 
of  the  body.  But  the  struggle  between  Eros  and 
Thanatos,  the  binding-together  instinct  and  the  death- 
instinct,  is  always  paramount.  "One  has  to  reckon," 
says  Freud,  "with  the  fact  that  there  are  present  in  all 
men  destructive,  and  therefore  anti-social  and  anti- 
cultural,  tendencies,  and  that  with  a  great  number  of 
people  these  are  strong  enough  to  determine  their  be- 
havior in  human  society."  Hence,  it  seems  probable  to 
Freud,  "every  culture  must  be  built  up  on  coercion 
and  instinctual  renunciation;  it  does  not  even  appear 
certain  that  without  coercion  the  majority  of  human 
individuals  would  be  ready  to  submit  to  the  labour 
necessary  for  acquiring  new  means  of  supporting  life."  ^° 

Freud's  view  of  man  was  a  deeply  pessimistic  one, 
and  this  pessimism  increased  as  he  grew  older.  An  ex- 
amination of  Freud's  own  life  shows  us  that  he  was 
as  much  a  child  of  his  time  as  we  are  inclined  to  be  of 
ours.  Growing  up  in  nineteenth-century  Vienna,  in  a 
patriarchal  family,  discriminated  against  because  he 
was  Jewish,  struggling  for  existence  in  a  highly  com- 
petitive society,  Freud  early  imbibed  the  compelling 
Darwinian  viewpoint  and  the  conception  of  man  as  a 
brute  struggling  to  be  free  of  his  destructive  impulses, 
but  increasingly  failing  in  the  attempt.  That  the  idea 
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of  a  death  instinct  should  appeal  to  such  a  thinker, 
even  though  the  conjectures  upon  which  it  was  based 
would  not  bear  critical  examination,  would  almost 
have  been  predictable  in  terms  of  Freud's  own  life.^^ 
Psychoanalytic  theory,  as  distinct  from  psychoanalytic 
practice,  constitutes  a  reflection  of  Freud's  own  ac- 
quired nature. 

Freud's  pessimism  is  exhibited  in  a  remarkable  pas- 
sage in  one  of  the  last  of  his  books,  Civilization  and  Its 
Discontents  (1930).  Here  Freud  speaks  almost  literally 
in  the  words  of  Thomas  Hobbes:  "Men  are  not  gentle, 
friendly  creatures  wishing  for  love  .  .  .  but  ...  a  power- 
ful measure  of  desire  for  aggression  has  to  be  reckoned 
a  part  of  their  instinctual  endowment.  .  .  .  Homo 
homini  lupus;  who  has  the  courage  to  dispute  it  in  the 
face  of  all  the  evidence  in  his  own  life  and  in  history? 
This  aggressive  cruelty  usually  lies  in  wait  for  some 
provocation,  or  else  it  steps  into  the  service  of  some 
other  purpose,  the  aim  of  which  might  as  well  have 
been  achieved  by  milder  measures.  In  circumstances 
that  favour  it,  when  those  forces  in  the  mind  which 
ordinarily  inhibit  it  cease  to  operate,  it  also  manifests 
itself  spontaneously  and  reveals  men  as  savage  beasts 
to  whom  the  thought  of  sparing  their  own  kind  is 
alien.  Anyone  who  calls  to  mind  the  atrocities  of  the 
early  migrations,  of  the  invasion  by  the  Huns  or  by 
the  so-called  Mongols  under  Jenghiz  Khan  and  Tamur- 
lane,  or  the  sack  of  Jerusalem  by  the  pious  crusaders, 
even  indeed  the  horrors  of  the  last  world-war,  will  have 
to  bow  his  head  humbly  before  the  truth  of  this  view 
of  man."^^ 

Freud,  tragically  enough,  was  himself  to  be  a  victim 
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of  World  War  II,  for  it  was  only  with  the  greatest 
difficulty  that  he  was  ransomed  from  the  Nazis  and 
persuaded  to  leave  Vienna  for  London,  where  after 
some  fifteen  months  he  died  on  September  23,  1939— 
the  greatest  and  most  influential  student  of  the  human 
mind  who  has  ever  lived. 

Freud's  pessimistic  view  of  the  nature  and  future  of 
man  has  powerfully  influenced  both  psychiatric  theory 
and  practice  and  all  the  behavioral  sciences.  And  this 
view  of  man  has  served,  of  course,  to  give  the  final 
validation  to  the  traditional  conception  of  human  na- 
ture. 

What  can  we  do  other  than  humbly  bow  our  heads, 
as  Freud  suggests,  to  the  truth  of  this  so  frequently  re- 
inforced tradition  concerning  the  innate  aggressiveness 
of  man?  It  may  perhaps  be  suggested  that  while  the 
scientific  attitude  should  embrace  a  certain  amount 
of  humility  it  is  by  no  means  a  part  of  that  attitude 
to  bow  one's  head  even  in  the  face  of  the  so-called 
facts,  for  a  fact  is  at  best  little  more  than  an  interpreta- 
tion, the  consensus  of  opinion  of  those  who  should 
know.  Only  too  often  facts,  and  even  laws  of  nature, 
turn  out  to  be  nothing  but  theories  which  have  been 
smuggled  across  the  border  without  benefit  of  the 
proper  customs  examination  as  to  their  right  to  enter 
the  realm  of  fact.  The  proper  attitude  in  the  face  of 
facts  or  theories  is  not  belief  or  disbelief,  but  dispas- 
sionate inquiry. 

Freud  expressed  the  belief  of  the  greater  part  of 
Western  tradition  when  he  wrote  that  "men  are  not 
gentle,  friendly  creatures  wishing  for  love,"  but  that 
they    have    a    "constitutional    tendency    to    aggression 
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against  one  another."  The  question  we  have  to  ask, 
and  answer,  is:  What  is  the  evidence  for  such  statements? 
The  answer  we  are  given  is:  The  behavior  of  human 
beings.  Human  beings  are  hostile  to  one  another;  they 
hate,  betray,  destroy,  kill,  and  murder.  The  human 
record,  it  is  alleged,  provides  a  ghastly  proof  of  man's 
constitutional  aggressiveness. 


CRITICISM  OF  THE  FREUDIAN  VIEW 


Let  us  critically  examine  Freud's  claims  for  the  con- 
stitutional aggressiveness  of  man.  It  is  beyond  dispute 
that  the  human  record  provides  abundant  proof  of 
human  aggressiveness.  But  what  that  record  does  not 
provide  is  proof  of  its  innateness.  And  here  it  may  be 
pointed  out  that  when  Freud  uses  the  word  "constitu- 
tional" he  uses  it  incorrectly,  as  many  others  have  done 
before  and  since,  as  equivalent  to  "innate."  The  fact  is 
that  constitution  is  not  a  biological  given,  a  structural- 
functional  entity  predestined  by  its  genotype  (the 
biological  endowment  of  genes)  to  function  in  a  pre- 
destined manner,  but  rather  constitution  is  a  process 
and  not  an  unchanging  entity,  a  process  in  which  the 
organism  undergoes  development  as  an  expression  of 
the  interaction  between  its  genetic  endowment  and  the 
environment.  What  is  constitutional  may  be  as  much 
what  has  been  acquired  by  the  organism  from  its  en- 
vironment as  what  it  has  acquired  from  its  genetic 
endowment.  Similarly,  heredity  is  not  constituted  by 
genetic  endowment,  but  by  genetic  endowment  as  de- 
veloped under  the  modifying  influence  of  the  envi- 
ronment.   What    the    organism    inherits    is    a    genetic 
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endowment  and  an  environment,  the  organism  repre- 
sents the  expression  of  their  interactive  effects. ^^ 

The  evidence  concerning  the  biosocial  nature  of 
man,  as  we  know  it  today,  does  not  support  the  notion 
of  an  aggressive,  death,  or  destructive  instinct  in  man. 
In  fact,  the  whole  notion  of  predetermined  forms  of 
behavior  in  man  is  outmoded,  for  man's  uniqueness, 
among  other  things,  lies  in  the  fact  that  he  is  free  of 
all  those  predeterminants  which  condition  so  much  of 
the  behavior  of  nonhuman  organisms.  Non-reflex  auto- 
matic behavioral  responses,  except  for  crying  under  con- 
ditions of  distress,  the  response  to  the  sudden  withdrawal 
of  support,  and  the  response  to  a  sudden  loud  noise,  are 
acquired  by  learning  in  man,  and  not  inherited  by 
genotype.  The  evidence  indicates  quite  clearly  that 
everything  human  beings  do  as  human  beings  they 
have  had  to  learn  from  other  human  beings. 

Man  is  not  born  with  a  built-in  system  of  responses 
to  the  environment,  as  are  most  other  creatures.  On 
the  other  hand,  man  is  born  with  a  built-in  system  of 
plastic  potentialities  which  under  environmental  stimu- 
lation are  capable  of  being  caused  to  respond  in  a 
large  variety  of  different  ways. 

The  fallacy  committed  by  Freud  and  other  adherents 
of  "the  innate  aggressiveness  of  man"  school  is  the 
simple  reductionist  or  "nothing-but"  fallacy,  namely, 
that  man  is  an  animal  upon  whose  animal  drives  there 
has  been  superimposed  (by  culture)  ways  of  behaving 
which  are  often  in  conflict  with  those  animal  drives. 
The  fallacy  is  to  assume  that  because  the  biological 
heredity  of  man  is  transmitted  by  mechanisms  similar 
to  those  operative  in  other  animals  and  in  plants,  the 
same  mechanisms  are  responsible  for  fundamental  hu- 
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man  behavior.  What  is  true  in  the  purely  biological 
context  becomes  a  dangerous  fallacy  when  it  is  applied 
to  human  material. 

The  specific  human  features  of  the  evolutionary 
pattern  of  man  cannot  be  ignored.  Man  is  a  unique 
product  of  evolution  in  that  he,  far  more  than  any 
other  creature,  has  escaped  from  the  bondage  of  the 
physical  and  biological  into  the  integratively  higher 
and  more  complex  social  environment.  This  remark- 
able development  introduces  a  third  dimension  in  ad- 
dition to  those  of  the  external  and  internal  environ- 
ments—a dimension  which  many  thinkers  tend  to  neg- 
lect when  they  consider  the  evolution  of  man.  Never- 
theless, there  can  be  no  genuine  clarity  in  our  under- 
standing of  man's  biosocial  nature  until  the  role  of  the 
social  factor  in  the  development  of  the  human  species 
is  understood. 

Man,  by  virtue  of  his  reasoning  abilities,  by  becom- 
ing a  "political  animal,"  has  achieved  a  mastery  of  the 
world's  varying  environments  that  is  quite  unprece- 
dented in  the  history  of  organic  evolution.  The  system  of 
genes  which  has  permitted  the  development  of  the 
specifically  human  mind  has  become  the  foundation 
and  the  paramount  influence  in  all  subsequent  evolu- 
tion of  the  human  stock.  An  animal  becomes  adapted 
to  its  environment  by  evolving  certain  genetically  de- 
termined physical  and  behavioral  traits;  the  adaptation 
of  man  consists  chiefly  in  developing  his  inventiveness, 
a  quality  to  which  his  physical  heredity  predisposes  him 
and  which  his  social  heredity  provides  him  with  the 
means  of  realizing.  To  the  degree  to  which  this  is  so, 
man  is  unique.  To  repeat,  so  far  as  his  physical  re- 
sponses to  the  world  are  concerned,  he  is  almost  wholly 
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emancipated  from  dependence  upon  inherited  bio- 
logical dispositions,  uniquely  improving  upon  the  latter 
by  the  process  of  learning  that  which  his  social  heredity 
(culture)  makes  available  to  him.  Man  possesses  much 
more  efficient  means  of  achieving  immediate  or  long- 
term  adaptation  than  any  other  biological  species: 
these  are  learned  responses,  novel  inventions,  or  im- 
provisations. 

In  general,  two  types  of  biological  adaptation  in 
evolution  can  be  distinguished.  One  is  genetic  speciali- 
zation and  genetically  controlled  fixity  of  traits.  The 
second  consists  in  the  ability  to  respond  to  a  given 
range  of  environmental  situations  by  evolving  traits 
favorable  in  these  particular  situations;  this  presup- 
poses genetically  controlled  plasticity  of  traits.  It  is  well 
known  that  heredity  determines  in  its  possessor  not  the 
presence  or  absence  of  certain  traits,  but,  rather,  the 
responses  of  the  organism  to  its  environment.  The  re- 
sponses may  be  more  or  less  rigidly  fixed,  so  that  ap- 
proximately the  same  traits  develop  in  all  environments 
in  which  life  is  possible.  On  the  other  hand,  the  re- 
sponses may  differ  in  different  environments.  Fixity 
or  plasticity  of  a  trait  is,  therefore,  genetically  con- 
trolled. 

Having  a  trait  fixed  by  heredity  and  hence  appearing 
in  the  development  of  an  individual  regardless  of  en- 
vironmental variations  is,  in  general,  of  benefit  to 
organisms  whose  milieu  remains  uniform  and  static 
except  for  rare  and  freakish  deviations.  Conversely, 
organisms  which  inhabit  changeable  environments  are 
benefited  by  having  their  traits  plastic  and  modified  by 
each  recurrent  configuration  of  environmental  agents 
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in  a  way  most  favorable  for  the  carrier  of  the  trait  in 
question. 

Comparative  anatomy  and  embryology  show  that  a 
fairly  general  trend  in  organic  evolution  seems  to  be 
from  environmental  dependence  toward  fixation  of  the 
basic  features  of  the  bodily  structure  and  function.  The 
appearance  of  these  structural  features  in  the  embry- 
onic development  of  higher  organisms  is,  in  general, 
more  nearly  autonomous  and  independent  of  the  en- 
vironment than  in  lower  forms.  The  development  be- 
comes "buffered"  against  environmental  and  genetic 
shocks.  If,  however,  the  mode  of  life  of  a  species  hap- 
pens to  be  such  that  it  is,  of  necessity,  exposed  to  a 
wide  range  of  environments,  it  becomes  desirable  to 
vary  some  structures  and  functions,  in  accordance  with 
the  circumstances  that  confront  an  individual  or  a 
strain  at  a  given  time  and  place.  Genetic  structures 
which  permit  adaptive  plasticity  of  traits  become,  then, 
obviously  advantageous  for  survival  and  so  are  fostered 
by  natural  selection. 

The  social  environments  that  human  beings  have 
created  everywhere  are  notable  not  only  for  their  com- 
plexity but  also  for  the  rapid  changes  to  which  im- 
mediate adjustment  is  demanded.  Adjustment  occurs 
chiefly  in  the  mental  realm  and  has  little  or  nothing  to 
do  with  physical  traits.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  from 
the  very  beginning  of  human  evolution  the  changes 
in  the  human  environment  have  been  not  only  rapid 
but  diverse  and  manifold,  genetic  fixation  of  behavioral 
traits  in  man  would  have  been  decidedly  unfavorable 
for  survival  of  individuals  as  well  as  of  the  species  as 
a  whole.  Success  of  the  individual  in  most  human  so- 
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cieties  has  depended  and  continues  to  depend  upon 
his  ability  rapidly  to  evolve  behavior  patterns  which 
adjust  him  to  the  kaleidoscope  of  the  conditions  he 
encounters.  He  is  best  off  if  he  submits  to  some,  com- 
promises with  some,  rebels  against  others,  and  escapes 
from  still  other  situations.  Individuals  who  display  a 
relatively  greater  fixity  of  response  than  their  fellows 
suffer  under  most  forms  of  human  society  and  tend  to 
fall  by  the  way.  Suppleness,  plasticity,  and,  most  im- 
portant of  all,  ability  to  profit  by  experience  and  educa- 
tion are  required.  No  other  species  is  comparable  to 
man  in  its  capacity  to  acquire  new  behavior  patterns 
and  discard  old  ones  in  consequence  of  training.  Con- 
sidered socially  as  well  as  biologically,  man's  outstand- 
ing capacity  is  his  educability.  The  survival  value  of 
this  capacity  is  evident. 

The  genetically  controlled  plasticity  of  mental  traits 
is,  biologically  speaking,  the  most  typical  and  uniquely 
human  characteristic.  It  is  probable  that  the  survival 
value  of  this  characteristic  in  human  evolution  has 
been  considerable  for  a  long  time,  as  measured  in  terms 
of  human  historical  scales. 

The  cultural  evidence  of  early  man's  handiwork  sug- 
gests that  the  essentially  human  organization  of  the 
mental  capacities  emerged  early  in  the  evolution  of 
man.  The  populations  of  mankind  during  the  greater 
part  of  its  existence  were  very  small  and,  for  the  most 
part,  widely  separated.  The  suggestion  of  Sir  Arthur 
Keith  and  of  others  that  since  man  developed  in  areas 
where  the  available  food  was  limited  man  had  to  learn 
to  survive  by  cooperation  within  the  group  and  aggres- 
sion without  the  group,^*  is  one  of  thosf  lever  specula- 
tions which  will  not,  however,  bear  examination.   In 
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the  first  place,  the  areas  in  which  the  remains  of  fossil 
men  have  been  found  show  that  the  available  food, 
both  vegetable  and  animal,  was  certainly  sufficient  to 
maintain  small  populations  during  most  of  the  year. 
Even  in  the  Ice  Ages,  when  life  must  have  been  more 
difficult,  mammals,  birds,  and  fish,  were  not  unabun- 
dant.  As  among  the  Eskimo,  where  subsistence  to  this 
day  presents  many  great  difficulties,  the  populations 
are  small,  and  so  widely  separated  that  there  can, 
in  fact,  be  little  opportunity  for  extragroup  aggression, 
and  if  there  were  such  opportunity  there  would  be 
absolutely  no  point  to  aggressive  behavior  so  far  as 
subsistence  is  concerned. 

No,  the  advantages  are  all  with  cooperation,  intra- 
group  cooperation  first  and  foremost— as  for  other  forms 
of  cooperation,  early  men  were  rarely  called  upon  to  ex- 
hibit them.  The  important  fact  for  us  to  understand  is 
that  the  only  form  of  cooperation  it  was  possible  for 
early  man  to  practice  was  intragroup  cooperation,  and 
this  was  absolutely  necessary  both  for  his  own  and  that 
of  his  group's  survival.  It  is  out  of  the  question  to 
maintain  that  during  the  course  of  man's  evolution  a 
high  premium  was  put  upon  the  development  of  a 
capacity  for  aggression  The  very  opposite  seems  to  be 
true,  that  in  all  societies  a  high  premium  is  put  upon 
cooperativeness,  and  the  aggressive  person  is  generally 
regarded  with  disfavor,  whether  he  be  a  chief,  a  military 
leader,  or  just  an  individual  general  nuisance. 

So  far  as  the  development,  by  evolutionary  means, 
of  aggressive  tendencies  in  man  are  concerned,  the 
idea  can  be  thoroughly  dismissed.  Similarly,  anything 
like  an  instinct  or  drive  toward  aggression  can  be 
dispensed  with,  whether  we  call  it  Thanatos  or  the 
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Death  Instinct,  for  such  drives  have  not  only  no  adaptive 
value  but  a  negative  adaptive  value,  and  it  is  therefore 
hardly  conceivable  that,  if  at  any  time  they  ever  existed 
—which  is  more  than  doubtful— they  should  have  been 
preserved.  It  should  be  obvious  that  under  any  and 
all  forms  of  social  organization,  as  David  and  Snyder 
put  it,  "flexibility  or  behavioral  adjustment  to  different 
situations  is  likely  to  have  had  a  selective  advantage  over 
any  tendency  toward  stereotyped  reactions.  For  it  is 
difficult  to  conceive  of  any  human  social  organization 
in  which  plasticity  of  response,  as  reflected  by  ability 
to  profit  from  experience  (that  is,  by  intelligence)  and 
by  emotional  and  temperamental  resilience,  would  not 
be  at  a  premium  and  therefore  favored  by  natural 
selection.  It  therefore  seems  to  us  highly  improbable 
that  any  significant  genetic  differentiation  in  respect 
to  particular  response  patterns,  personality  types,  tem- 
peraments, or  intellectual  capacities  among  different 
populations  or  races  has  occurred  in  the  history  of  hu- 
man evolution. "^^ 

The  genetic  plasticity  of  the  organism  Homo  sapiens 
is  such  that,  within  the  limits  of  its  genetic  endowment, 
it  is  capable  of  being  taught  to  respond  in  an  extraor- 
dinary variety  of  ways  to  its  environment.  This  is 
not  to  say  that  at  birth  man  is  born  the  behaviorally 
undifferentiated  creature  that  some  have  thought,  for 
already  in  the  mother's  womb  the  fetus  is  capable  of 
experiencing  and  responding  to  a  large  variety  of  dif- 
ferent stimuli  which  may  leave  a  deep  impress  upon 
it.^^  It  is  now  established,  for  example,  that  an  emo- 
tionally disturbed  pregnant  woman  may  measurably 
affect  the  behavior  of  the  fetus,  to  the  extent  of  pro- 
ducing a  highly  irritable  child  at  birth,  who  has  actu- 
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ally  been  described  as  "a  neurotic.""  How  can  the 
mother's  emotional  states  be  communicated  to  the 
fetus?  The  fact  is  that  her  emotional  states  as  such  are 
incapable  of  being  communicated  to  the  fetus,  but 
that  the  biochemical  changes  that  her  emotional  states 
constitute  are  capable  of  being  transmitted  to  the  fetus 
across  the  placenta.  The  widely  prevalent  belief  that 
there  is  no  connection  between  the  nervous  system  of 
the  mother  and  that  of  the  fetus  is  based  on  an  out- 
moded and  inadequate  understanding  of  the  nature  of 
nervous  activity.  Nervous  changes  in  the  mother  may 
afifect  the  fetus  by  a  simple  route,  namely,  the  neuro- 
humoral system,  that  is  to  say,  the  system  comprising 
the  interacting  nervous  and  endocrine  systems  acting 
through  the  fluid  medium  of  the  blood  (and  its  oxygen 
and  carbon  dioxide  contents).  The  common  endocrine 
pool  of  the  mother  and  fetus  forms  a  neuro-humoral 
bond  between  them.  The  endocrine  systems  of  mother 
and  fetus  complement  each  other. 

All  this  is  not  to  say  that  there  is  anything  at  all  in 
the  old  wives'  tales  of  "maternal  impressions."  The 
mother's  "impressions,"  her  psychological  states  as  such, 
cannot  be  transmitted  to  the  fetus.  What  are  trans- 
mitted are  the  gross  chemical  changes  which  occur  in 
the  mother  and,  so  far  as  we  know  at  the  present  time, 
nothing  more. 

Factors  which  will  influence  the  fetus  in  utero  may 
be  listed  as  follows:  (1)  physical  agents,  (2)  nutritional 
effects,  (3)  drugs,  (4)  infections,  (5)  maternal  dysfunc- 
tion, (6)  maternal  sensitization,  (7)  maternal  age,  and 
(8)  maternal  parity  (number  of  previous  pregnancies 
of  mother). 

We  now  have  some  evidence  that  a  fetus  can  learn 
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in  utero.  Fetuses  in  utero  will  respond  to  loud  noises, 
to  vibration,  differences  in  pitch  and  in  tone.  Using  this 
knowledge  Dr.  D.  K.  Spelt  showed  that  a  fetus  at  eight 
months  is  capable  of  being  conditioned  to  the  sign  of 
an  original  stimulus.  A  woman  in  the  eighth  month 
of  pregnancy  was  the  subject  of  the  experiment.  An 
ordinary  doorbell  with  the  gong  removed,  so  that  the 
vibration  was  almost  silent,  was  placed  against  her 
abdomen  several  times  for  five  seconds.  There  was  no 
response  at  all  from  the  fetus.  Then  the  bell  was  ap- 
plied at  the  same  time  as  the  noise  was  made  that  in- 
duced a  jumping  response.  This  was  done  over  and  over 
again,  each  time  pairing  the  silent  vibration  with  the 
loud  sound.  After  fifteen  or  twenty  times,  the  fetus 
became  conditioned  to  respond  to  the  vibration  alone, 
in  the  absence  of  the  sound. 

We  now  know  that  there  is  more  than  a  modicum 
of  truth  in  Samuel  Taylor  Coleridge's  remark,  made 
more  than  a  century  and  a  half  ago,  "Yes,  the  history  of 
man  for  the  nine  months  preceding  his  birth,  would, 
probably,  be  far  more  interesting,  and  contain  events 
of  greater  moment,  than  all  the  threescore  and  ten  years 
that  follow  it." 

In  short,  the  point  we  wish  to  make  here  is  that  even 
if  some  children  did  exhibit  the  evidences  of  aggres- 
sive behavior  at  birth,  or  even  at  some  much  later 
period,  in  the  (unlikely)  absence  of  any  environmental 
conditions  which  might  explain  it,  we  should  always 
have  to  reckon  with  the  history  of  the  individual  while 
he  was  in  the  womb. 


THE  BASIC  NEEDS 


At  birth  the  child  is  equipped  with  an  organization  of 
basic  needs.  Basic  needs  are  those  needs  which  must 
be  satisfied  if  the  organism  is  to  survive;  they  are: 
oxygen  hunger,  thirst,  sleep,  rest,  activity,  bowel  and 
bladder  elimination,  avoidance  of  pain,  and  flight  from 
dangerous  situations.  Sex  is  not  a  basic  need  because  the 
survival  of  the  individual  does  not  depend  upon  its 
satisfaction,  nor,  indeed,  does  his  health.  Furthermore, 
sex  does  not  require  periodic  satisfaction  as  do  the 
basic  needs;  sex  may  most  appropriately  be  regarded  as 
a  biological  drive  the  expression  of  which  is  much  in- 
fluenced if  not  entirely  determined  by  cultural  factors.^^ 

Satisfaction  of  the  basic  needs  will  enable  the  or- 
ganism to  survive.  But  survival  is  a  means  to  an  end,  it 
is  not  an  end  in  itself.  It  would  seem  that  the  function 
of  life  is  living;  the  organism  that  does  not  enjoy  life 
hardly  considers  life  worth  living.  What  the  organ- 
ism wants  is  to  live  a  healthy,  enjoyable  life.  It  wants 
to  be  loved,  and  it  wants  to  love.  When  the  human 
organism  is  not  adequately  loved,  even  though  all  its 
physical  needs  are  adequately  satisfied,  it  fails  to  de- 
velop as  a  harmonic,  integrated,  happy,  healthy  human 
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being.  The  most  important  nourishment  which  the  in- 
fant and  the  child  requires  during  its  development  is 
the  feeling  that  is  communicated  to  it  that  it  is  loved, 
that  there  is  a  person  or  persons  who  loves  it,  that  is  to 
say  who  communicates  to  it  the  feeling  that  another 
person  is  profoundly  interested  in  its  welfare,  who  is 
there  to  support  and  encourage  it  in  its  development,  to 
ofiEer  it  all  the  assistances  and  stimulations  it  requires. 
The  communication  of  the  feeling  that  you  will  never 
commit  that  worst  of  all  treasons  that  one  human  being 
can  commit  against  another,  namely,  that  you  will  never 
let  him  down,  that  you  will  always  be  there  to  support 
him  in  his  need,  and  that  you  recognize  that  his  need 
is  to  be  needed  as  well  as  to  need.  This  is  love.^^ 

It  is  now  known  that  children  lacking  such  experi- 
ence of  love  tend,  usually,  to  grow  up  as  "afiEectionless 
characters,"  suffering  from  affect-hunger,  exhibiting 
the  effects  of  the  privation  of  love  which  they  have  suf- 
fered in  their  own  inability  to  love.^"  Such  individuals 
tend  to  be  overly  aggressive.  They  are  problem  children 
and  often  problem  adults— though  their  problems  may 
assume  a  number  of  socially  sanctioned  forms.  Not 
having  learned  to  love  by  having  been  adequately  loved, 
they  tend  to  be  exceedingly  awkward  as  social  human 
beings  and  extremely  dependent  upon  others  for  love. 
The  social  consequences  of  the  presence  of  such  persons 
in  Western  societies  are  serious,  contributing  largely 
to  the  ranks  of  juvenile  delinquents,  criminals,  and 
those  multifarious  seekers  after  the  substitutes  for  love 
who,  in  their  quest  for  power,  frequently  come  to  occupy 
positions  of  importance  and  influence  and  who,  often, 
in  the  course  of  arriving  at  such  positions,  and  in  oc- 
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cupying  them,  manage  to  accomplish  much  social  and 
personal  damage.*'^  i 

The  evidence  is  today  overwhelming  that  in  order  to 
become  an  adequate,  healthy,  cooperative,  loving  hu-  \ 

man  being  it  is  necessary  to  be  loved.  No  child  is  born  ! 

hostile  or  aggressive.  It  becomes  so  only  when  its  desires 
to  be  loved  and  to  love  are  frustrated,  that  is,  when  ] 

its  expected  satisfactions  are  thwarted— and  the  thwart- 
ing of  an  expected  satisfaction  is  the  definition  of  frus- 
tration. 


THE  ORIGIN  OF  AGGRESSIVENESS 


This  is  what  Freud  failed  to  perceive.  What  he  took 
to  be  inborn  hostility  is,  in  fact,  an  acquired  form  of 
behavior  following  upon  the  frustration  of  the  organ- 
ism's expected  satisfactions.  Hostility,  aggressiveness, 
and  "bad"  behavior  are  simply  techniques  for  securing 
love,  for  compelling  the  attention  of  those  who  have 
refused  it.  While  the  psychophysical  mechanism  to  de- 
velop aggressiveness  as  a  result  of  the  thwarting  of 
expected  satisfactions  is  inherited,  aggressiveness  as 
such  is  not  inherited.  The  recent  students  of  infant  and 
child  behavior  are,  for  the  most  part,  unanimous  in 
agreeing  that  children  are  not  born  aggressive.  Thus, 
Professor  Lauretta  Bender,  the  child  psychiatrist,  writes 
that  hostility,  far  from  being  inborn,  "is  a  symptom 
complex  resulting  from  deprivations  which  are  caused 
by  developmental  discrepancies  in  the  total  personality 
structure  such  that  the  constructive  patterned  drives 
for  action  in  the  child  find  inadequate  means  of  satis- 
faction and  result  in  amplification  or  disorganization 
of  the  drives  into  hostile  or  destructive  aggression." 
"The  child"  she  writes,  "acts  as  though  there  were  an 
inherent  awareness  of  his  needs  and  there  is  thus  the 
expectation  of  having  them  met.  A  failure  in  this  re- 
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gard  is  a  deprivation  and  leads  to  frustration  and  a 
reactive  aggressive  response."  ^^ 

Indeed,  the  developmental  directiveness  of  the  or- 
ganism is  towards  maturation  in  terms  of  cooperation. 
Bender  calls  it  "the  inherent  capacity  or  drive  for 
normality."  And  she  says,  "The  emphasis  on  the  in- 
born or  instinctive  features  of  hostility,  aggression, 
death  wishes,  and  the  negative  emotional  experiences 
represents  a  one-sided  approach  which  has  led  our 
students  of  child  psychology  astray." 

In  an  important  study  Professor  A.  H.  Maslow  has 
examined  the  viewpoint  that  "man's  deepest  impulses 
are  bad,  evil,  undesirable,  selfish,  criminal,  or  otherwise 
reprehensible,"  and  has  found  it  completely  wanting. 
Professor  Maslow  writes:  "I  find  children,  up  to  the 
time  they  are  spoiled  and  flattened  out  by  the  culture, 
nicer,  better,  more  attractive  human  beings  than  their 
elders,  even  though  they  are  of  course  more  'primitive' 
than  their  elders.  The  'taming  and  transforming'  that 
they  undergo  seems  to  hurt  rather  than  help.  It  was 
not  for  nothing  that  a  famous  psychologist  once  defined 
adults  as  'deteriorated  children.'" ^^ 

Professor  Maslow  puts  this  viewpoint  neatly:  "Those 
human  impulses,"  he  writes,  "which  have  seemed 
throughout  our  history  to  be  deepest,  to  be  most  in- 
stinctive and  unchangeable,  to  be  most  widely  spread 
throughout  mankind,  i.e.,  the  impulse  to  hate,  to  be 
jealous,  to  be  hostile,  to  be  greedy,  to  be  egoistic  and 
selfish  are  now  being  discovered  more  and  more  clearly 
to  be  acquired  and  not  instinctive.  They  are  almost 
certainly  neurotic  and  sick  reactions  to  bad  situations, 
more  specifically  to  frustrations  of  our  truly  basic  and 
instinct-like  needs  and  impulses."®* 


56  The  Biosocial  Nature  of  Man 

This,  essentially,  represents  the  viewpoint  of  such 
psychoanalysts  as  Karen  Horney,  Erich  Fromm,  Harry 
Stack  Sullivan,  Ives  Hendrick,  and  many  others.^^  It  is 
a  very  different  viewpoint  from  that  represented  by 
Freud. 

Is  there  any  evidence  whatever  for  the  existence  of  a 
basic  need  for  aggression?  Is  there  such  a  thing  as  an 
aggressive  drive?  Has  anyone  ever  observed  "aggressive 
instincts,"  as  Freud  calls  them,  in  human  beings  or  the 
"love  of  aggression  in  individuals"  as  an  expression 
of  an  "innate  tendency  to  aggression"?  I  know  of  no  one 
who  has  done  so.  On  the  other  hand,  the  evidence 
indicates  that  the  "tendency  to  aggression"  and  the 
"love  of  aggression,"  of  which  Freud  and  others  speak, 
is  not  observable  at  any  time  in  any  human  being  who 
has  not  secondarily  acquired  it. 

A  distinguished  psychiatrist,  Karl  Menninger,  has 
poured  scorn  upon  "sociologists,  anthropologists,  and 
others  whose  psychological  groundwork  is  relatively 
deficient"  for  regarding  aggressiveness  as  "the  result  of 
'the  culture'  in  which  the  individual  lives.  They  make," 
he  writes,  "such  nonsensical  propositions  as  that  all 
aggression  is  the  result  of  frustration.  Anyone  who  has 
had  his  toe  stepped  on,  which  is  certainly  not  a  frustra- 
tion, kno^vs  ho^v  inadequate  such  a  formula  is.  Further- 
more it  completely  ignores  the  question  of  where  the 
aggressive  energy  comes  from  which  is  provoked  by 
the  frustration,  and  this  is  what  the  instinct  theory 
attempts  to  answer."^® 

Though  he  denies  that  aggressiveness  "is  the  result 
of  culture"  and  calls  nonsensical  the  proposition  that 
all  aggression  is  the  result  of  frustration,  the  fact  is 
that   the  relation   of  culture   to   the  determinance   of 
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behavioral  response  could  not  be  better  illustrated 
than  by  this  example  of  toe-stepping.  For  when  a  person 
living  in  a  so-called  primitive  culture  steps  on  the  toes 
of  another,  he  is  likely  to  do  so  with  bare  feet  upon 
toes  that  are  uncornified  or  otherwise  deformed,  and 
is  thus  unlikely  to  hurt  or  frustrate  the  other  and 
provoke  aggressive  behavior.  Whereas  in  a  culture  in 
which  one  wears  shoes  (and  bunions  impede  the  pil- 
grim's progress),  one  is  likely  to  hurt  and  frustrate  the 
person  upon  whose  toe  one  has  stepped— but  whether 
aggressiveness  will  be  elicited  or  not  will  depend  upon 
the  manner  in  which  the  stepped-upon  has  learned  to 
respond  to  such  frustrations.  If  we  accept  the  generally 
accepted  definition  of  a  frustration  as  the  thwarting  of 
an  expected  satisfaction,  then  it  may  perhaps  be  ac- 
knowledged that  having  one's  toe  stepped  on  may  be 
experienced  as  a  frustration  of  the  expectation  of  pur- 
suing the 

.  .  .  noiseless  tenor  of  one's  way 

Yet  e'en  these  hones  from  insult  to  protect. 

We  need  go  no  further  than  our  own  culture  to 
observe  how  the  response  to  frustration  is  bred  into 
one— and  is  therefore  culturally  determined.  An  ill- 
bred  person  may  react  to  having  his  toe  stepped  on 
with  aggressive  behavior,  a  well-bred  person  may  react 
with  nonaggressive  behavior.  But  this  may  reflect  no 
more  than  a  difference  in  the  learned  ability  to  control 
the  expression  of  aggression.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
different  responses  may  actually  represent  a  difference 
in  feeling  content— in  the  one  case  aggressive  feeling 
being  present  and  in  the  other  not  present. 

Other  things  being  equal,  we  can  take  this  difference 
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in  feeling  to  be  an  expression  of  a  nervous  system  which 
has  been  socialized  in  different  ways  in  connection 
with  the  frequency  of  frustration  and  the  training  in 
the  kind  of  responses  permitted  to  them.  There  can  be 
very  little  doubt  that  different  culturalizing  mechan- 
isms serve  to  organize  the  nervous  systems  of  their 
owners  in  very  different  ways.  The  evidence  from  dif- 
ferent cultures  of  the  manner  in  which  response  to 
frustration  is  trained  is  most  impressive.  Anthropolo- 
gists have  made  the  accounts  of  these  differences  so 
widely  available  ^'^  that  even  the  much-appealed-to  man 
on  the  street  knows  that  the  Zuni  Indians  tend  to  avoid 
every  form  of  aggressive  behavior,  that  the  expression 
of  aggressive  behavior  is  institutionalized  among  the 
Kwakiutl  Indians  of  the  Northwest  Pacific  Coast,  that 
the  Dobuans  of  the  Western  Pacific  are  pathologically 
aggressive,  and  that  the  Arapesh  of  New  Guinea  control 
some  forms  of  aggression  but  not  others. 

Where  does  all  the  aggressive  energy  come  from  that 
is  provoked  by  frustration?  This  is  usually  an  easy 
question  for  those  to  answer  who  have  been  influenced 
by  the  complex  traditions  which  have  been  set  out 
earlier  in  these  pages.  Those  who  pride  themselves  on 
their  knowledge  of  evolutionary  theory  and  those  who 
have  been  influenced  by  that  theory  can  always  appeal 
to  the  idea  that  man  has  inherited  his  fund  of  aggres- 
siveness from  his  lower  animal  ancestors.  But  are  lower 
animals  aggressive?  Aggression  is  the  overt  expression 
of  a  feeling  hostility,  and  the  function  of  the  overt  act 
is  to  inflict  injury  upon  the  object  towards  which  hos- 
tility is  felt.  Upon  occasion,  probably  all  animals  will 
exhibit  such  behavior,  but  the  occasion  has  a  cause. 
In  fact,  lower  animals  are  no  more  innately  aggressive 
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than  is  man.  As  in  man,  their  aggressive  behavior  is  the 
response  to  some  frustration  or  another.  Animals  do 
not  prey  upon  other  animals  because  they  feel  hostile 
towards  them,  even  when  upon  occasion  they  may 
appear  to  "kill  for  killing's  sake,"  but  they  do  prey 
upon  other  animals  in  order  to  eat.  It  produces  only 
confusion  to  identify  predatory  behavior  with  hostile 
aggressiveness  as  the  Freudians  do.  In  spite  of  Tenny- 
son, who  sang  of  "Nature  red  in  tooth  and  claw"  and 
the  Darwinians  who  "proved"  it.  Nature  is  not  red  in 
tooth  and  claw,  and  it  is  an  abysmal  piece  of  nonsense 
to  suggest  that  in  a  state  of  nature  animals  are  in  a 
more  or  less  continuous  state  of  hostility  towards  one 
another;  that  the  lower  animals  are  naturally  aggres- 
sive; that,  this  being  the  case,  man's  apelike  ancestors 
must  undoubtedly  have  been  so;  and  that  the  source 
of  man's  aggressive  energies  is  therefore  to  be  looked 
for  in  his  lowly  animal  ancestry. 

The  Darwinian  conception  of  competition  as  struggle 
for  existence  against  other  animals  has  assumed  the 
form  of  a  dogma.  This  dogma  is  more  than  highly 
questionable.*^^  Darwin  himself  attempted  to  avoid  the 
dogma  of  "struggle-against"  others,  but  often  wrote  as 
if  this  is  what  he  had  in  mind.  Darwin  was  quite  aware 
of  the  dependence  of  all  forms  of  life  upon  other  life 
as  a  factor  in  survival,  and  that  such  terms  as  "struggle 
for  existence"  were  being  used  by  him  in  a  metaphoric 
sense;  but,  as  we  all  know,  metaphors  have  a  way  of 
assuming  a  life  of  their  own  which  often  serves  to  take 
the  place  of  the  original  idea— hence,  the  danger  of 
all  metaphors.  It  was  a  simple  step  to  take  from  the 
idea  of  the  "struggle-for-existence,"  with  its  origin  in 
Malthus'  "disease,  famine,  and  war,"^^  to  "fight-for-life" 


60  The  Biosocial  Nature  of  Man 

and  "the-survival-of-the-fittest,"  and  thus  to  think  of 
"competition"  as  an  essentially  combative,  violent  proc- 
ess in  which  the  most  successful  aggressor  established 
his  right  to  survive;  hence  the  doctrine  of  "Might  is 
Right." 

It  does  not  detract  in  the  least  from  the  greatness  and 
genius  of  both  Darwin  and  Freud— as  well  as  of  others— 
to  realize  that  they  were  both  so  much  impressed  by 
the  hostility  they  saw  all  about  them  that  they  projected 
this  upon  nature  itself,  but  ice  do  not  have  to  make  the 
same  mistake.  Man's  nearest  animal  relatives  are  the 
gorilla  and  chimpanzee— they  are  very  distant  collat- 
eral relatives,  indeed,  and  certainly  not  in  the  direct 
line  of  man's  descent.  They  are  not  seen  at  their  best 
behind  a  cage  in  captivity— any  more  than  men  are, 
but  in  the  natural  habitat  to  which  they  are  accustomed 
they  are  observed  to  be  the  most  peaceful  of  creatures. 
In  the  first  place  they  are  vegetarian  and  frugivorous, 
so  that  they  will  not  harm  as  much  as  a  fly.  They  will 
never  attack  any  living  creature  unless  they  are  severely 
provoked,  as,  for  example,  by  a  strange  man  whom  they 
have  never  done  the  least  harm  who  chooses  to  shoot 
at  them  and  members  of  their  family.  When,  under 
such  conditions,  the  gorilla  attempts  to  protect  his 
family,  he  is  described  as  "a  ferocious  beast."  The  real 
ferocious  beast  is  not  the  gorilla  but  his  unprovoked 
attacker— the  more  ferocious  and  the  more  beastly  in  a 
much  more  profound  sense  than  any  beast  ever  is,  be- 
cause man  attacks  such  creatures  in  cold  blood. 

The  fact  is  that  man,  unable  to  face  it  in  himself,  has 
projected  his  own  ferocity  and  beastliness  upon  the 
"lower  animals,"  who  it  then  becomes  permissible  to 
kill  because  they  are  both  beastly  and  ferocious.  What 
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we  have  made  of  the  world  of  man  we  have  projected 
upon  the  whole  world  of  animated  nature.  As  Pliny 
the  Elder  was  the  first  to  point  out,  man  is  the  only 
creature  in  the  world  who  makes  war  upon  his  own 
kind.^°  yet  we  speak  of  "the  war  of  nature."  But  nature 
does  not  make  war  on  itself— only  certain  branches  of 
mankind  do.  Warlike  activities  at  the  present  day  are 
unknown  to  many  nonliterate  peoples,  which  is  one 
of  the  reasons  they  are  called  primitive  and  we  call 
ourselves  civilized!  All  the  evidence  indicates  that  war 
was  a  very  late  development  in  the  history  of  man,  not 
appearing  until  the  Neolithic  age,  some  10,000  years 
ago.''^ 

What  is  the  source,  then,  of  the  aggressive  behavior 
of  human  beings  if  it  is  not  from  the  stores  of  the  "far- 
fetched" energy  of  the  "Death  Instinct"?  All  the  avail- 
able evidence  points  to  the  same  answer:  The  so-called 
"aggressive  energy"  of  human  beings  originates  in  the 
very  same  source  as  that  which  supplies  the  energy  to 
love.  And  what  is  that  source?  It  is  the  total  energy- 
system  of  the  organism,  an  energy-system  which  is 
directed  toward  the  achievement  of  living  in  growth 
and  development— the  birthright  of  every  living  thing. 
The  directiveness  of  the  organism's  activities  is  toward 
life,  not  toward  death.''^ 

The  energy  subserving  the  functions  of  love  is  not 
different  from  that  which  supplies  the  dynamos  of  ag- 
gression; the  one  is  not  a  transformation  of  the  other, 
it  is  the  same  energy  used  to  achieve  the  same  ends— 
the  maintenance  and  growth  of  the  self.  Aggression  is 
love— it  is  love  frustrated.  This  is  the  relationship  which 
Ian  Suttie  was  among  the  first  to  point  out.  Suttie 
describes  aggression  as  a  technique  or  mode  for  com- 
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pelling  the  attention  that  has  been  denied.  Hate,  Sut- 
tie  suggests,  is  not  a  primal  independent  instinct,  but  a 
development  or  intensification  of  separation-anxiety, 
which  in  turn  is  evoked  by  a  threat  against  love.  "Hate 
is  the  maximal  ultimate  appeal  in  the  child's  power— 
the  most  difficult  for  the  adult  to  ignore.  Its  purpose  is 
not  death-seeking  or  death-dealing,  but  the  preserva- 
tion of  the  self  from  the  isolation  which  is  death."  " 

Since  those  words  were  published,  twenty  years  ago, 
much  confirmation  has  been  brought  to  them  by  the 
researches  of  such  workers  at  Lowrey,  Levy,  Goldfarb, 
Bender,  Spitz,  Bowlby,  Banham,  Maslow,  and  many 
others.^*  These  and  other  relevant  researches  prove  that 
the  child  is  dependent  for  its  healthy  development  upon 
the  love  that  it  is  given,  and  what  is  quite  as  important, 
the  love  that  it  is  able  to  give  others.  From  the  moment 
of  birth  the  infant  seeks  to  re-establish  its  connection 
with  the  mother.  Just  as  the  fertilized  ovum  seeks  to 
attach  itself  to  the  womb,  so  the  newborn  seeks  to 
attach  itself  to  the  mother,  and  in  relation  to  her  to 
realize  its  further  development— a  development  which 
is  a  continuation  of  that  begun  in  the  womb.  From  the 
first,  mother  and  child  are  in  a  symbiotic  relationship 
in  which  they  confer  mutually  advantageous  benefits 
upon  each  other.  The  child  is  as  necessary  for  the 
parents'  further  development  as  is  the  mother  for  the 
child's  development.  And  the  tendency  of  the  child's 
behavior  is  towards  loving  others.  The  child's  need  for 
love  from  others  is  important  principally  because  that 
love  is  the  most  significant  developer  of  its  own  capacity 
to  love  others. 

The  evidence  strongly  suggests  that  it  can  no  longer 
be  maintained  that  man  is  born  a  hostile  creature  or 
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that  he  is  born  neither  good  nor  evil,  but  simply  in- 
different, that  what  the  human  organism  will  become 
as  a  human  being  depends  largely  upon  the  kind  of 
experience  or  lack  of  it  that  is  offered  to  it.  This  is  true 
to  a  great  extent,  but  what  does  not  appear  to  be  true 
is  that  the  organism  is  born  indifferent,  neither  good 
nor  evil.  Indeed,  the  facts  strongly  suggest  that  the 
organism  is  born  positively  good;  good  in  the  sense 
that  it  wants  to  love  and  be  loved,  and  it  does  not 
want  to  be  injured  or  to  injure.  The  infant  is  born 
with  all  its  energies  oriented  in  the  direction  of  con- 
ferring and  receiving,  of  exchanging,  creatively  enlarg- 
ing benefits.  The  purposes  of  the  infant  are  constructive 
—not  destructive.  He  desires  to  live  as  if  to  live  and 
love  were  one. 

When  the  stimulations  necessary  to  the  development 
of  his  need  to  love  and  to  be  loved  are  withheld,  we 
know  that  the  child  will  generally  suffer  proportionately 
in  its  capacity  to  love.  We  find  that  when  the  human  or- 
ganism is  satisfied  in  its  expectation  of  love  then  it 
develops  as  a  loving  creature  with  a  maximum  tolerance 
for  frustration  and  a  minimum  need  for  aggression. 
Aggression,  it  turns  out,  is  an  acquired,  not  a  basic 
need.  It  is  a  need  which  is  developed  in  the  child  that 
has  not  had  its  needs  for  love  adequately  satisfied.  In 
such  a  deprived  child,  during  its  critical  developmen- 
tal periods,  the  need  for  love  may  evoke  aggressive 
responses  so  frequently  that  the  child  may  thus  be 
taught  aggression  instead  of  the  love  in  which  it  strives 
to  develop  its  capacity.  Such  a  child  may  later,  as  we 
know,  use  aggression  whenever  it  wants  anything. 


THE  NATURE  OF  AGGRESSION 


What  is  the  nature  of  the  behavior  customarily  la- 
beled aggressive?  The  usual  statement  is  that  it  is  be- 
havior directed  toward  the  infliction  of  injury.  In  this 
meaning  of  the  term  it  can  safely  be  said  that  no  human 
being  has  ever  been  born  with  one  iota  of  aggression 
in  him.  In  this  sense  it  is  doubtful  whether  any  infant 
under  six  months  of  age  ever  exhibits  any  form  of 
hostile  aggression.  The  evidence  indicates  quite  clearly 
that  the  hostile  element  enters,  if  at  all,  into  the  struc- 
ture of  aggression  in  the  later  stages  of  its  development. 
In  a  study  of  the  development  of  aggressive  behavior 
in  children  Sears  and  his  co-workers  found  no  correla- 
tion between  early  frustration  and  later  preschool  ag- 
gression in  children.  They  found  this  not  surprising 
since,  by  definition,  aggression  is  taken  to  be  "a  goal 
response  to  instigation  to  injure"  a  person,  that  is,  a 
gratification  arising  from  performing  some  act  causing 
injury  or  pain  to  another.  In  the  initial  stages  of  the 
acquisition  of  aggression  Sears  and  co-workers  found 
that  no  more  was  involved  "than  the  learning  of  specific 
acts  of  adaptive  value  that  serve  to  remove  certain 
kinds  of  interference.  These  acts  happen  to  be  destruc- 
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tive  or  injurious;  they  may  be  considered  as  instru- 
mental rather  than  goal  response  aggression.  That 
is,  they  are  intended  simply  to  aid  in  achieving  grati- 
fication of  some  other  drive;  they  are  not  satisfying  in 
and  of  themselves.  Much  of  the  interpersonal  aggression 
observed  between  the  ages  of  two  and  four  is  of  this 
character,  and  the  true  goal  response  aggression  be- 
comes noticeable,  in  many  children,  only  gradually 
during  that  period."  ^^ 

It  is  absurd  to  regard  as  aggressive  or  destructive 
behavior  the  taking  of  clocks  apart,  the  removal  of  the 
wings  and  legs  of  insects,  the  breaking  and  tearing  of 
objects,  and  the  other  seemingly  "destructive"  acts  in 
which  almost  every  child  has  engaged.  Observing  how 
things  work  represents  the  expression  of  an  extremely 
important  stage  in  the  development  of  the  human  be- 
ing, one  of  whose  most  powerful  urges  is  the  much  to 
be  encouraged  trait  of  curiosity.  The  best  interests  of 
that  trait  are  not  served  by  treating  it  as  a  form  of 
aggression. 

The  evidence  indicates  that  all  personal  aggression, 
whether  it  be  of  the  early  nonhostile  variety  or  of  the 
later  hostile  kind,  is  almost  always  the  response  to  love 
frustrated  and  the  expression  of  a  claim  upon  others  to 
provide  that  love.  The  most  extreme  forms  of  destruc- 
tive aggression,  as  in  murder,  are  in  effect  declarations 
of  the  position  into  which  the  murderer  has  been  forced 
and  caused,  as  it  were,  to  say:  If  you  will  not  love  me, 
then  I  will  not  love  you.  Almost  always  when  we  witness 
aggressive  behavior  we  are  observing  a  demand  for 
love.  This  is  certainly  the  meaning  of  the  aggressive 
behavior  of  those  small  infants  who  exhibit  it— and 
it  is  equally  true  at  all  ages. 
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Thus  understood,  aggression  is  not  best  met  with 
counter-aggression,  but  rather  with  love— for  aggression 
is  the  expression  of  the  need  for  love,  when  that  love 
has  been  unfulfilled. 

It  is  not  human  nature  but  human  nurture  that  is 
the  cause  of  human  aggression.  Human  nature,  there 
is  every  reason  to  believe,  is  good,  and  treated  as  such 
leads  to  goodness.  It  is  necessary  that  we  understand, 
in  the  light  of  the  accumulated  evidence,  that  being 
born  into  the  human  species  means  that  the  individual 
so  born  is  capable  of  becoming  whatever  it  is  within 
the  capacity  of  that  individual  to  become.  The  social 
experience  through  which  the  individual  passes  will 
largely  determine  whether  he  will  become  a  domi- 
nantly  aggressive  or  a  dominantly  loving  person,  or 
someone  betwixt  and  between.  But  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  the  individual's  drives  are  originally  directed 
towards  the  achievement  of  love,  however  deformed 
the  process  of  achievement  may  subsequently  become. 
There  can  equally  be  little  doubt  that  a  person's  drives 
are  never  oriented  in  a  destructive  direction,  except  in 
severely  disturbed  cases,  and  that  such  disturbances 
are  produced  principally  by  cultural  factors. 


INFANT-MATERNAL  COOPERATION 


The  psychobiological  benefits  which  are  recipro- 
cally conferred  upon  each  other  by  mother  and  child 
are  operative  from  birth.  The  three  great  obstetrical 
problems,  which  are  the  concern  of  every  obstetrician, 
are  at  once  solved  when  the  newborn  is  permitted  to 
remain  with  its  mother  and  is  put  to  nurse  at  the 
mother's  breast  immediately  after  birth.  These  prob- 
lems are  the  third  stage  of  labor  or  ejection  of  the 
placenta,  the  arrest  of  the  postpartum  hemorrhage, 
and  the  commencement  of  the  return  of  the  uterus  to 
normal  size.  The  sucking  of  the  newborn  at  its  mother's 
breast  initiates  nervous  reflexes  which  at  once  induce 
contractions  in  the  maternal  uterus;  the  contractions 
have  the  effect  of  detaching  the  placenta  from  the  uter- 
ine wall  and  expelling  it,  and  at  the  same  time  the  con- 
tracting musculature  serves  to  close  off  the  torn  ends 
of  the  blood  vessels,  while  the  organ  as  a  whole  con- 
tinues to  reduce  in  size.  Such  are  the  physical  benefits 
conferred  by  the  newborn  upon  the  mother  when  it 
is  left  in  undisturbed  relationship  to  her.  The  psycho- 
logical benefits  are  equally  great  for  the  mother.  For 
the    newborn    the    postpartum    relationship    with    the 
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mother  is  of  fundamental  importance.  The  sucking  at 
its  mother's  breast  is  not  only  of  physical  importance 
to  it,  but  is  of  the  greatest  psychological  significance. 

After  a  life  in  the  womb  and  the  rather  cataclysmic 
disturbance  which  is  birth,  the  newborn  is  called  upon 
to  make  a  number  of  substantive  readjustments  to  the 
world  in  which  it  finds  itself.  It  must  breathe  atmos- 
pheric air;  it  must  adjust  itself  to  the  inflation  of  its 
lungs,  the  reflex  rise  and  fall  of  the  cupolae  of  the 
diaphragm,  the  pressure  of  the  lungs  upon  the  heart, 
the  temperature  changes  upon  its  skin,  and  so  on.  What 
it  needs  most  of  all  during  its  first  few  weeks  of  life  is 
the  reassurance  that  all  will  be  well,  and  what  better 
promise  of  good  things  to  come  can  it  be  given  than 
the  experience  at  the  mother's  breast. 

At  parturition  the  mother's  breast  is  actively  secret- 
ing colostrum,  an  indispensably  necessary  lemony- 
yellowish  fluid  that  contains  8.5  per  cent  of  protein  as 
compared  with  the  1.5  per  cent  in  mature  milk  which 
comes  in  between  the  tenth  and  eleventh  days,  and 
that  carries  an  unknown  number  of  factors  which  con- 
fer immunities  of  various  sorts  upon  the  infant  and 
also  serve  to  assist  the  growth  of  essential  intestinal 
microorganisms.  Colostrum  also  serves  as  a  laxative. 
From  the  chemical  and  physiological  standpoints  the 
breast-fed  baby  is  a  very  different  organism  from  the 
artificially  fed.  From  the  psychological  standpoint 
breast-feeding  is  important  because  the  psychosocial 
interchange  between  mother  and  infant  cannot  be 
reduplicated  in  an  artificial  feeding  situation,  and  hence 
the  child,  in  particular,  loses  the  benefits  of  an  impor- 
tant series  of  experiences  for  his  own  psychosocial  de- 
velopment.   Experimentally    it    has    been    shown    that 
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early  weaning  (before  four  months),  for  example,  is 
associated  with  the  later  development  of  a  rather  pes- 
simistic personality,  whereas  later  weaning  (after  four 
months)  is  significantly  associated  with  an  optimistic 
personality/® 

That  the  biosocial  development  of  human  beings 
is  significantly  influenced  by  experiences  at  the  mother's 
breast  is  strongly  suggested  by  the  fact  that  breast-fed 
babies  tend  to  walk  and  to  talk  earlier  than  artificially 
fed  babies— not  to  mention  that  the  survival  rates  in 
general  are  significantly  higher  for  breast  than  for 
artificially  fed  babies." 

It  should  be  clear  that  our  cultural  arrangements 
should  minister  to  the  needs  of  man,  rather  than  re- 
quire the  needs  of  man  to  adjust  to  whatever  cultural 
arrangements  we  seek  to  make.  The  physical  arrange- 
ments of  a  hospital  should  not  be  permitted  to  deter- 
mine the  human  relationships  of  the  mother  and  her 
newborn  child.  The  failure  to  understand  the  biologi- 
cal effects  of  breast-feeding,  and  the  overmechanized 
conceptions  that  many  persons  have  developed  con- 
cerning human  relations,  should  not  be  permitted  to 
determine  whether  a  baby  should  be  breast-fed  or  not. 
The  facts  should  be  enough.  No  one  should  ever  take 
it  upon  himself  to  put  asunder  what  nature  hath  joined 
together.  From  the  very  outset  interrelatedness  is  the 
state  of  the  developing  embryo  and  fetus,  and  that  is 
the  state  in  which  the  newborn  and  mother  are  de- 
signed to  continue.  The  abrupt  interruption  of  that 
state  under  the  misguided  influence  of  "modern  ideas" 
is  permanently  damaging  to  both  mother  and  child, 
and  to  society. 

From   the   very   outset    interrelatedness   is    the   state 
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which  confers  survival  benefits  upon  the  interacting 
orgranisms;  it  is  the  state  of  interrelatedness  which  the 
organism  strives  to  maintain;  and  any  interference  with 
that  state,  howsoever  it  may  have  come  about,  consti- 
tutes an  interference  with  the  healthy  development  of 
the  organism.  The  evidence  indicates  beyond  any 
shadow  of  doubt  that  all  human  beings  everywhere 
are  similarly  constituted  in  their  desire  to  love  and  be 
loved.  There  is  no  evidence  whatsoever  that  human 
beings  are  born  with  any  individual  or  group  antago- 
nisms as  part  of  their  innate  structure.  Human  nature 
is  fundamentally  the  same  everywhere;  it  is  only  its 
secondary  or  cultural  expression  which  differs. 


HUMAN  NATURE 


There  is  a  widespread  tendency  to  confuse  what  is 
culturally  acquired  and  has  become  habitual  by  way  of 
human  behavior,  that  is,  secojid  nature— 3.s  it  is  often 
called— with  what  is  taken  to  be  inborn,  or  what  might 
be  called  primary  nature.  The  term  "second  nature" 
constitutes  a  recognition  of  the  fact  that  much  of  hu- 
man behavior  is  acquired  and  is  to  be  distinguished 
from  "primary  nature." 

The  fact  is  that  human  nature  is  the  expression  of 
the  interaction  of  three  complex  systems.  These  are: 
(1)  the  genetic  endowment  acquired  through  the  germ 
cells  of  one's  parents,  (2)  the  uterine  environment,  and 
(3)  the  cultural  environment. 

The  Genetic  Endov/ment 

The  Genetic  Endowment  consists  of  the  chemical 
packages  known  as  genes  which  are  transmitted  on  the 
chromosomes  derived  from  the  ovum  and  the  spermato- 
zoon, from  mother  and  father  respectively,  which  pro- 
duced the  conceptus.  Genes  are  giant  self-duplicating 
protein  molecules  or  catalysts.  They  are  estimated  to  be 
between  4  and  50  millicrons  in  diameter— a  millicron 
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is  one-millionth  of  a  millimeter;  estimated  gene  size 
is  therefore  between  one  250,000th  and  one  20,000th  of 
a  millimeter.  There  are  about  1,250  genes  on  each  chro- 
mosome; and  since  the  sex  cells  carry  24  chromosomes, 
there  are  probably  some  30,000  genes  in  a  male  sex 
cell  and  an  equal  number  in  a  female  sex  cell.  When 
these  30,000  genes  from  the  mother  and  30,000  genes 
from  the  father  come  together  in  the  fertilized  ovum 
the  possible  combinations  are  raised  to  the  30,000th 
power— a  figure  so  stupendous  that  for  all  practical  pur- 
poses it  can  be  said  that  there  is  no  possible  chance 
in  such  a  gene-system  that  any  two  individuals  will  ever 
be  alike   (excluding  so-called  identical  twins). 

Genes  do  not  determine  the  development  of  specific 
traits  or  characteristics.  There  is  no  specific  gene  for 
tallness,  or  hair  color,  or  hair  form,  or  eye  color— many 
genes  participate  in  contributing  to  these  conditions. 
But  genes  are  labile  enzymes,  that  is,  chemical  packages 
which  vary  chemically  under  different  conditions  and 
tend  to  accelerate  the  chemical  reactions  of  other  chem- 
ical packages.  Genes  do  not  act  as  such  in  a  vacuum, 
but  they  interact  with  the  environment  in  which  they 
occur.  It  is  very  important  to  understand  this.  Develop- 
ment is  the  resultant  of  the  interaction  between  the 
inherited  pattern  of  genes,  the  genotype,  and  the  en- 
vironment in  which  those  genes  undergo  development. 
It  is  therefore  incorrect  to  speak  of  heredity  as  the 
genes  one  has  inherited  from  one's  parents  (one's  ge- 
netic endowment)  for  the  simple  reason  that  genes 
have  no  functional  characteristics  apart  from  an  en- 
vironment, and  because  the  action  of  genes  is  to  vary- 
ing extents  influenced  by  their  environment. 

The  child  at  birth  is  not  what  he  is  because  of  his 
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genetic  endowment,  but  because  of  the  interaction  of 
that  endowment  with  all  the  complexities  of  the  uterine 
environment  provided  by  the  mother. 

The  Uterine  Environment 

The  Uterine  Environment  is  one  in  which  the  de- 
veloping human  organism  spends  an  average  of  265i/2 
days.  During  this  period  of  time,  the  uterine  organism 
may  be  affected  in  its  development  by  any  number  of 
factors,  predictable  and  mostly  unpredictable.  Refer- 
ence has  already  been  made  to  the  types  of  influences 
which  may  be  involved.  Inadequate  nutritional  intake 
by  the  mother  will  almost  certainly  affect  the  growth 
and  development  of  the  unborn  child,  and  influence 
its  subsequent  growth  and  development.  The  mother's 
use  of  drugs  during  pregnancy,  such,  for  example,  as 
quinine,  may  produce  congenital  deafness  in  her  off- 
spring. Morphinism  has  been  reported  in  newborns 
whose  mothers  were  morphine  addicts.  Tobacco  smoke 
circulating  in  the  mother's  system  in  the  form  of  the 
gases  which  have  been  taken  up  by  the  blood  is  known 
to  accelerate  the  heartbeat  of  the  fetus.  All  such  factors 
are  capable  of  modifying  the  expression  of  the  geno- 
type, so  that  the  phenotype,  that  is  to  say  the  visible 
functioning  organism,  presents  itself  not  as  an  expres- 
sion of  its  genetic  endowment,  but  as  an  expression  of 
the  interaction  between  its  genetic  endowment  and  its 
environment. 

The  genes  respond  adjustively  and  adaptively  to  the 
environmental  conditions  acting  upon  them.  Genes 
determine  not  traits  or  characters  but  the  responses 
of  the  developing  organism  to  the  environment,  and 
the  manner  in  which  the  genes  will  determine  such 
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responses  will  depend  upon  the  environments  in  which 
they  act.  ^V^ith  modification  of  the  environment  the 
action  of  the  genes  is  modified,  and  therefore  the  re- 
sponses which  they  make. 

The  Cultural  Environment 

The  Cultural  Environment  is  just  as  much  a  part  of 
the  organism's  heredity  as  is  its  genetic  endowment  and 
its  uterine  environment.  By  culture  is  meant  the  man- 
made  part  of  the  environment,  the  pots,  pans,  ^vriting, 
institutions,  and  the  like.  Culture,  as  the  late  Sir  John 
Myres  (1869-1955)  put  it,  is  what  remains  of  men's 
past  working  on  their  present,  to  shape  their  future.''^ 
Culture  is  not  only  man's  means  of  adjusting  himself 
to  the  environment,  it  is  also  the  means  of  adjusting  the 
environment  to  himself.  Perhaps  the  shortest  definition 
of  culture  is  that  it  is  the  way  of  life  of  a  people.  It 
is  what  people  do  about  the  world  in  order  to  make 
themselves  comfortable  in  it.  Cultural  behavior  is 
learned  behavior,  and  practically  everything  that  hu- 
man beings  know  and  do  as  human  beings  they  have 
learned  from  other  human  beings.  The  distinguishing 
criteria  of  cultural  behavior  are  that  (1)  it  is  invented, 
(2)  it  is  transmitted,  and  (3)  it  is  perpetuated. 

All  learned  behavior,  that  is  cultural  behavior,  is 
acquired  during  the  socialization  process.  When  such 
behavior  becomes  habitual  it  seems  "natural,"  but  it 
is,  in  fact,  only  secondarily  and  not  originally  so.  We 
all  speak  our  native  language  as  if  it  were  "natural," 
but  the  fact  is  that  in  the  absence  of  cultural  influences 
we  should  be  speaking  no  language  at  all.  The  poten- 
tiality for  speech  is  certainly  natural,  but  the  languages 
we  speak  are  not  natural  but  culturally  acquired  traits. 
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Man  is  human  by  virtue  of  the  potentialities  which  he 
possesses  for  being  a  functioning  member  of  human 
society.  It  is  the  extent  to  which  those  potentialities  are 
culturalized  in  society  which  turns  him  into  a  func- 
tioning human  being,  and  the  kind  of  functioning  hu- 
man being  he  becomes  will  depend  upon  the  interaction 
between  his  genotypically  influenced  potentialities^^ 
and  the  cultural  influences  to  which  they  have  been 
exposed.  The  culture  into  which  an  individual  is  bom 
and  which  acts  upon  him  for  any  durable  period  of  time 
constitutes  his  social  heredity,  his  genotype  constitutes 
his  genetic  heredity,  and  his  uterine  environment  his 
uterine  heredity.  Together  these  three  heredities  con- 
stitute the  heredity  of  the  person. 

It  is  largely,  however,  through  culture  that  man 
makes  the  distinctively  human  environment,  and  largely 
has  it  made  for  him  by  other  human  beings,  made  upon 
the  basis  of  a  unique  set  of  potentialities  which  dis- 
tinguish man  from  all  other  creatures.  Man  is  tailored 
according  to  the  prevailing  cultural  pattern  into  which 
he  is  born.  The  principal  means  by  which  man  is  cul- 
turalized is  a  system  of  symbols  which  are  interposed, 
as  it  were,  between  the  receptor  and  effector  systems. 
This  system  of  symbols  is  language.  Language  adds  a 
new  dimension  to  the  world  of  man,  so  that  he  can  be 
described,  as  Cassirer^"  and  White^^  have  done,  as  the 
symbol-using  animal  .  .  .  the  animal  symbolicum. 

In  the  evolution  of  man  this  capacity  for  symbol 
usage  has  played  a  considerable  role  both  culturally  and 
physically,  for  symbols  have  exercised  an  important  in- 
fluence upon  man's  breeding  habits  and  upon  his  artifi- 
cial selection  of  his  own  kind.®' 

By  cultural  means  man  has  doubled  his  life  expect- 
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ancy  in  the  last  hundred  years,  he  has  vastly  increased 
the  biological  representation  of  his  own  species  upon 
the  face  of  the  earth  and  has  become  its  dominant 
species,  and  he  has  effectively  increased  his  means  of 
adapting  himself  to  virtually  every  conceivable  envi- 
ronment. By  such  means  he  has  made  it  possible  for 
genotypes  to  establish  themselves,  which  may  not  have 
stood  much  chance  of  survival  if  unassisted  by  the  cul- 
tural process.  All  this  has  undoubtedly  affected  the 
genetic  evolution  of  man.  Today,  more  than  ever,  man 
has  arrived  at  the  means  of  the  conscious  direction  of 
his  own  future  evolution.  He  will  increasingly  acquire 
a  profounder  knowledge  of  the  means  of  directing  his 
own  evolution.  The  question  is  whether  he  will  con- 
currently achieve  the  wisdom  necessary  for  its  proper 
direction. 


THE  CHANGEABILITY  OF  HUMAN  NATURE 


Since,  as  we  have  seen,  man's  genetic  heredity  can  be 
influenced  by  his  environmental  heredities,  it  should 
be  clear  that  any  statement  to  the  effect  that  "You  can't 
change  human  nature"  is  the  sheerest  folly.  If  it  is  true 
that  man  is  custom  made,  tailored  according  to  the 
pattern  prevailing  in  the  culture  into  which  he  is  born 
and  in  which  he  is  socialized,  then  as  those  patterns 
change  so  will  human  nature. 

Consider,  for  example,  the  seafaring  Scandinavians  of 
the  Bronze  Age,  undoubtedly  the  ancestors  of  the  mod- 
ern Scandinavians:  how  different  is  the  cultural  beha- 
vior of  the  modern  relatively  sedentary  Scandinavians 
from  that  of  their  raiding  forbears! 

The  boisterous  joy  in  life  of  the  English  of  Eliza- 
beth I's  period  is  very  different  from  the  attitudes  of  the 
English  in  the  reign  of  Elizabeth  11.  The  lusty  liber- 
tinism of  the  Restoration  contrasts  sharply  with  the 
prudery  of  the  Victorian  Age.  The  Englishman's  "na- 
ture" was  different  in  the  sixteenth  as  compared  with 
that  which  he  exhibited  in  the  seventeenth  century.  In 
the  centuries  preceding  the  middle  half  of  the  nine- 
teenth the  English  were  among  the  most  aggressive  and 
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violent  peoples  on  the  face  of  the  earth,  today  they  are 
among  the  most  law-abiding.^^ 

With  respect  to  the  Germans  it  would  be  difficult  to 
do  better  than  cite  the  comments  of  an  eighteenth- 
century  Scottish  traveler,  William  Guthrie,  who  wrote: 
"The  Germans  are  by  nature  honest,  hospitable  people, 
passionately  fond  of  liberty,  very  little  versed  in  dis- 
simulation and  artifice.  .  .  .  The  Germans  are  brave, 
and  when  led  by  able  generals,  particularly  Italians, 
have  often  performed  great  deeds."  ^* 

"When  led  by  able  generals,  particularly  Italians," 
is  a  remark  which,  in  the  light  of  recent  German-Italian 
military  relations,  provides  an  interesting  commentary 
on  the  mutability  of  human  nature. 

And  what  shall  we  say  of  the  differences  in  cultural 
behavior  of  such  biologically  near  kin  as  the  New 
Mexican  sedentary  Pueblo  and  the  nomadic  Navaho 
Indians,  or  the  behavior  of  those  inhabitants  of  Mexi- 
can Indian  villages  which  are  completely  Hispanicized? 

What  can  have  happened  to  the  "warlike  nature"  of 
the  American  Indians,  who  today  live  at  peace  with 
their  white  and  Indian  "enemies"? 

Compare  the  great  Polynesian  maritime  peoples  with 
their  descendants  today  in  Hawaii  and  New  Zealand. 
Biologically  they  are  mostly  the  same  people,  but  so  far 
as  the  expression  of  their  "nature"  is  concerned  they  are 
virtually  completely  Westernized. 

One  of  the  characteristics  of  human  nature  is  its 
changeability  under  changing  conditions.  The  most 
characteristic  trait  of  man  as  man  is  his  ability  to  make 
all  the  necessary  changes  within  himself  to  meet  the 
demands  of  a  changing  environment.  There  is  only  one 
defense  against  the  impact  of  a  new  idea,  and  that  is 
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stupidity.  But  man  calls  himself  Homo  sapiens  for  the 
good  reason  that  he  alone  is  capable  of  reducing  the  sap 
in  the  sapiens.  This  trait,  plasticity  or  educability  or 
adaptability,  is  the  one  upon  which,  in  the  human  spe- 
cies as  a  whole,  the  greatest  demands  have  been  made  by 
natural  and  social  selection.  Survival  of  the  human  spe- 
cies and  its  progress  has  depended  upon  this  ability  of 
human  nature  to  change  in  adaptation  to  changing 
conditions. 

What  most  people  take  to  be  human  nature  is  really 
recognized  in  the  phrase  "second  nature,"  a  nature 
which  has  been  acquired  in  terms  of  the  potentialities 
for  being  human  in  a  particular  culture.  Human  nature 
is  a  pattern  of  behavior,  and  this  pattern  of  behavior 
is  known  to  be  capable  of  change  not  only  from  genera- 
tion to  generation,  but  within  the  same  person  in  a 
single  generation. 

It  is  because  human  nature  is  so  often  thought  of  as 
an  expression  of  biological  endowment,  and  deter- 
mined by  biological  heredity,  that  culture  is  mistakenly 
taken  to  be  an  expression  of  biological  endowment. 
Whereas,  in  fact,  human  nature  is  an  expression  of  the 
interaction  between  biological  endowment  and  the  en- 
vironments in  which  that  endowment  is  conditioned, 
socialized.  In  the  absence  of  cultural  stimulation  the 
organism  Homo  sapiens  simply  fails  to  express  any 
nature  at  all— apart  from  the  phenomena  of  purely 
physical  functioning,  and  even  here  the  organism  has  to 
be  fed  by  someone  else  if  it  is  to  survive.  The  cases  of 
semi-isolated  children  abundantly  testify  to  this  fact.^^ 

We  arrive  at  the  conclusion,  then,  that  human  na- 
ture is  learned  or  acquired  within  the  limits  of  those 
uniquely  human  potentialities  for  being  human  in  a 
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particular  culture.  It  is  because  no  other  animal  pos- 
sesses such  potentialities  that  it  cannot  be  taught  what 
human  beings  are  capable  of  learning— hence,  educa- 
bility  is  the  species  character  of  Homo  sapiens. 

Human  nature  does  not  undergo  an  automatic  un- 
folding under  the  stimulation  of  the  proper  conditions; 
on  the  contrary,  human  nature  neither  unfolds  nor  de- 
velops, but  is  taught,  and  it  is  learned  according  to  the 
ability  of  the  organism  and  the  kind  of  teaching  which 
is  offered  to  it.  Ability  is  itself  much  modified  by  socio- 
biological  factors  of  an  ^external  nature,  such  as  socio- 
economic status,  state  of  nutrition,  health,  disease, 
psychic  well-being,  and  the  like.  What  an  organism 
will  learn  will  depend  upon  all  these  factors;  the  kind 
of  things  it  learns  is  determined  by  the  culture  or  seg- 
ment thereof  in  which  the  organism  finds  itself,  and  the 
nature  of  the  organism  will  be  expressed  in  terms  of 
the  cultural  conditioning,  the  socialization  process, 
which  it  undergoes  in  a  particular  culture.  If  all  human 
beings  were  brought  up  in  the  same  culture  they  would 
exhibit  a  basic  personality  structure  of  the  same  kind; 
they  would  speak  a  common  language;  and  they  would 
be  recognizable  as  belonging  to  the  same  culture. 


'RACE''  OR  ETHNIC  GROUP  DIFFERENCES 


The  reason  why  great  groups  of  human  beings,  the 
so-called  "races,"  exhibit  different  expressions  of  hu- 
man nature,  is  not  that  their  basic  nature  differs  but 
because  they  exhibit  the  effects  of  a  different  history  of 
cultural  experience,  which  experience  usually  has  a 
long  and  unique  history  behind  it. 

It  is  not  because  of  any  difference  in  basic  nature 
that  the  cultures  of  the  different  ethnic  groups  of  man 
differ  so  much  from  one  another,  but  because  of  the 
differences  in  the  history  of  the  experience  which  each 
group  has  undergone.  While  it  is  possible  to  make  this 
statement  with  a  high  degree  of  probability,  it  should, 
however,  be  pointed  out  that  it  is  only  a  probability 
statement,  for  we  are  by  no  means  certain  that  some 
biogenic  differences  in  potentialities  do  not  exist  be- 
tween some,  at  any  rate,  of  the  ethnic  groups  of  man- 
kind. What  we  can  say  is  that,  in  spite  of  all  attempts 
to  find  such  differences,  none  has  been  found.  As  the 
Unesco  Statement  on  Race  of  1950  puts  it:  "It  is  now 
generally  recognized  that  intelligence  tests  do  not  in 
themselves  enable  us  to  differentiate  safely  between 
what  is  due  to  innate  capacity  and  what  is  the  result 
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of  environmental  influences,  training,  and  education. 
Wherever  it  has  been  possible  to  make  allowances  for 
differences  in  environmental  opportunities,  the  tests 
have  shown  essential  similarity  in  mental  characters 
among  all  human  groups.  In  short,  given  similar  de- 
grees of  cultural  opportunity  to  realise  their  poten- 
tialities, the  average  achievement  of  each  ethnic  group 
is  about  the  same.  The  scientific  investigations  of  re- 
cent years  fully  support  the  dictum  of  Confucius  (551- 
478  B.C.)  'Men's  natures  are  alike;  it  is  their  habits  that 
carry  them  far  apart.' "®^ 

The  Unesco  Statement  on  the  Nature  of  Race  and 
Race  Differences  by  Physical  Anthropologists  and  Ge- 
neticists of  1952  puts  it  this  way:  "Studies  within  a 
single  race  have  shown  that  both  innate  capacity  and 
environmental  opportunity  determine  the  results  of 
tests  of  intelligence  and  temperament,  though  their 
relative  importance  is  disputed. 

"When  intelligence  tests,  even  non-verbal,  are  made 
on  a  group  of  non-literate  people,  their  scores  are  usu- 
ally lower  than  those  of  more  civilized  people.  It  has 
been  recorded  that  different  groups  of  the  same  race 
occupying  similarly  high  levels  of  civilization  may 
yield  considerable  differences  in  intelligence  tests. 
When  however,  the  two  groups  have  been  brought  up 
from  childhood  in  similar  environments,  the  differ- 
ences are  usually  very  slight.  Moreover,  there  is  good 
evidence  that,  given  similar  opportunities,  the  average 
performance  (that  is  to  say,  the  performance  of  the 
individual  who  is  representative  because  he  is  surpassed 
by  as  many  as  he  surpasses),  and  the  variation  round 
it,  do  not  differ  appreciably  from  one  race  to  another. 

"Even  those  psychologists  who  claim  to  have  found 
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the  greatest  differences  in  intelligence  between  groups 
of  different  racial  origin,  and  have  contended  that  they 
are  hereditary,  always  report  that  some  members  of 
the  group  of  inferior  performance  surpass  not  merely 
the  lowest  ranking  member  of  the  superior  group,  but 
also  the  average  of  its  members.  In  any  case,  it  has  never 
been  possible  to  separate  members  of  two  groups  on  the 
basis  of  mental  capacity,  as  they  can  often  be  separated 
on  a  basis  of  religion,  skin  colour,  hair  form  or  lan- 
guage. It  is  possible,  though  not  proved,  that  some 
types  of  innate  capacity  for  intellectual  and  emotional 
responses  are  commoner  in  one  human  group  than  in 
another,  but  it  is  certain  that,  within  a  single  group, 
innate  capacities  vary  as  much  as,  if  not  more  than, 
they  do  between  different  groups. 

"...  The  normal  individual,  irrespective  of  race, 
is  essentially  educable.  It  follows  that  his  intellectual 
and  moral  life  is  largely  conditioned  by  his  training 
and  by  his  physical  and  social  environment. 

"It  often  happens  that  a  national  group  may  appear 
to  be  characterized  by  particular  social  attributes.  The 
superficial  view  would  be  that  this  is  due  to  race. 
Scientifically,  however,  we  realize  that  any  common 
psychological  attribute  is  more  likely  to  be  due  to  a 
common  historical  and  social  background,  and  that 
such  attributes  may  obscure  the  fact  that,  within  dif- 
ferent populations  consisting  of  many  human  types, 
one  will  find  approximately  the  same  range  of  tempera- 
ment and  intelligence. 

"The  scientific  material  available  to  us  at  present 
does  not  justify  the  conclusion  that  inherited  genetic 
differences  are  a  major  factor  in  producing  the  differ- 
ences between  the  cultures  and  cultural  achievements 
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of  different  peoples  or  groups.  It  does  indicate,  on  tfie 
contrary,  that  a  major  factor  in  explaining  such  differ- 
ences is  the  cultural  experience  which  each  group  has 
undergone."*^ 

Most  scientists  at  the  present  day  would  subscribe  to 
these  conclusions.*^ 

There  is  not  the  slightest  evidence  whatever  for  the 
racist  viewpoint  that  there  is  an  indissoluble  associa- 
tion or  linkage  between  physical  and  mental  characters, 
that  this  association  is  determined  by  "race,"  and  that 
this  something  called  "race"  is  the  prime  determiner 
of  all  the  important  traits  of  body  and  soul,  of  character 
and  personality,  of  human  beings  and  of  nations.  The 
racists  further  allege  that  this  something  called  "race" 
is  a  fixed  and  unchangeable  part  of  the  germ  plasm, 
which  is  transmitted  from  generation  to  generation, 
and  unfolds  in  each  people  as  a  typical  expression  of 
personality  and  culture.  Associated  with  the  names  of 
Gobineau,  Houston  Stewart  Chamberlain,  Richard 
Wagner,  and  Adolf  Hitler,*^  not  to  mention  hundreds 
of  other  lesser  "luminaries,"  there  exists  not  the  slight- 
est evidence  in  support  of  the  racist  viewpoint.  Neverthe- 
less, this  is  a  viewpoint  which  has  had  a  very  great 
influence  upon  Western  civilization.  The  doctrine  of 
racism  was  so  useful  to  nineteenth-century  European 
imperialism  that  it  would  have  been  invented  had  it 
not  already  existed.^" 

The  doctrine  of  racism  gave,  as  it  were,  a  biological 
validation  to  the  activities  of  the  imperialists.  From  the 
exploitation  of  primitive  peoples  or  "inferior  races" 
in  "outlandish"  parts  of  the  world  to  the  "expropria- 
tion" of  "superannuated  races"  in  one's  own  and  neigh- 
boring territories  was  but  a  step,  the  inevitability  of 
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which  was  foreseen  by  many  writers.®^  Enthroned  as  a 
political  doctrine  by  Hitler,  the  tragically  disastrous 
results  of  this  satanism  for  the  Western  world  are  only 
too  recent  and  too  present  to  require  any  further  refer- 
ence here.  At  the  present  time,  in  South  Africa,  the 
tradition  of  racism  is  being  deliberately  continued  as 
a  political  doctrine,  a  doctrine  which  can  only  end  in 
disaster  for  all. 

Clearly,  the  facts  about  race  as  science  has  revealed 
them  make  very  little  impact.  Indeed,  recent  studies 
have  shown  that  the  problem  of  racism  is  fundamentally 
a  problem  of  socialization,  a  problem  of  personality 
development.^^  As  Bettelheim  and  Janowitz  put  it,  "It 
seems  reasonable  to  assume  that  as  long  as  anxiety  and 
insecurity  persist  as  a  root  of  intolerance,  the  effort  to 
dispel  stereotyped  thinking  or  feelings  of  ethnic  hostil- 
ity by  rational  propaganda  is  at  best  a  half-measure. 
On  an  individual  level  only  greater  personal  integra- 
tion combined  with  social  and  economic  security  seem 
to  offer  hope  for  better  inter-ethnic  relations."  ^^ 

The  problem  of  race  is  essentially  a  problem  of  hu- 
man relations,  and  until  we  improve  the  means  which 
lead  to  good  human  relations  the  race  problem  is 
likely  to  continue  to  plague  us. 


CONSTITUTIONAL  PSYCHOLOGIES 


A  biologistic  interpretation  of  human  nature  which 
has  been  revived  in  recent  years  is  that  of  the  constitu- 
tionalists. Contemporary  constitutional  psychology  is 
in  the  direct  line  of  descent  from  Lombroso  (1836- 
1909),  the  Italian  criminologist  and  physician,^*  in  that 
it  attempts  to  show  that  physical  and  mental  traits 
are  significantly  related. 

Criminals  have  a  special  appeal  for  constitutionalists 
because  they  (the  criminals)  exhibit  what  is  taken  to 
be  an  extreme  form  of  human  behavior,  an  antisocial 
form  of  behavior  which  has  many  categories.  Criminals, 
therefore,  lend  themselves  to  constitutional  studies  in 
a  very  special  manner,  for  by  their  antisocial  behavior 
they  are  presumed  to  have  differentiated  themselves 
from  the  rest  of  the  population,  and  hence,  if  criminals 
exhibit  any  special  physical  traits  which  do  not  charac- 
terize the  law-abiding  population  either  at  all  or  in 
any  such  frequencies,  there  would  here  be  evidence  of 
the  constitutional  origins  of  criminal  behavior  on  the 
one  hand  and  normal  behavior  on  the  other. 

As  far  as  personality  traits  of  criminals  as  compared 
with  noncriminal  are  concerned,  it  has  been  shown  by 
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Schluessler  and  Cressey,  who  examined  113  studies 
calculated  to  throw  some  light  upon  this  subject,  that 
this  series  of  studies  did  not  provide  a  consistent  dem- 
onstration that  criminals  differ  from  noncriminal  with 
reference  to  any  personality  traits.''^ 


THE  LOMBROSIAN  SCHOOL 


Almost  all  scientific  movements  are  as  much  the 
children  of  their  time  as  are  the  scientists  through 
whom  they  come  into  being.  The  Lombrosian  school  of 
criminology  is  a  case  in  point.  Lombroso,  a  physician, 
grew  up  in  the  age  of  Darwinism  and  Natural  Selec- 
tion. In  Italy  the  fortification  of  Darwinism  assumed 
the  form  of  a  collection  of  examples  of  vestigial  struc- 
tures which  could  be  explained  only  on  the  basis  that 
they  had  been  derived  from  some  earlier  ancestral 
form.  The  Italians  also  particularly  busied  themselves 
with  the  collection  of  "atavistic"  characters,  that  is, 
abnormal  characters  which  were  taken  to  be  a  rever- 
sion to  an  ancestral  condition.^®  When  Darwin  pub- 
lished the  second  edition  of  The  Descent  of  Man  in 
1884,  his  references  to  such  characters  were  for  the  most 
part  supplied  him  by  two  Italian  workers,  Canestrini 
and  Ottolenghi.  Interestingly  enough,  under  the  in- 
fluence of  Lombroso,  these  two  workers  became  leading 
criminologists.  It  need  hardly  be  said  that  all  three 
brought  a  strong  biological  bias  to  the  study  of  the 
criminal.  All  three  were  physicians  and  all  were  strong 
supporters   of  Darwinism.   Canestrini  and   Ottolenghi 
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being  actively  interested  in  proving  the  origin  of  pres- 
ent from  past  forms  by  means  of  vestigial  and  "atavistic" 
structures.  Is  it  any  wonder,  then,  that  in  such  a  period 
and  with  such  interests  the  school  of  Lombroso  should 
have  devoted  itself  to  the  attempt  to  prove  that  crim- 
inals, as  a  class,  are  characterized  by  a  significantly 
higher  proportion  of  vestigial  and  "atavistic"  characters 
than  is  the  normal  population?  Such  characters  were 
termed  "stigmata  of  degeneration." 

Among  the  "stigmata  of  degeneration"  listed  by  Lom- 
broso and  his  school  were  such  characters  as  asymmetry 
of  the  head  and  skull,  projecting  eyebrows  and  jaws, 
high-pointed  head,  low  retreating  forehead,  an  un- 
usually large  or  an  unusually  small  head,  a  long  or 
narrow  head,  high  palate,  large  outstanding  ears,  sparse 
beard,  and  so  on. 

The  interesting  thing  about  such  so-called  "stigmata 
of  degeneration"  is  that  they  are  all  perfectly  normal 
characters  distributed  throughout  the  populations  with 
which  Lombroso  dealt.  When  Lombroso's  student 
Ferri  found  that  37  per  cent  of  soldiers  and  about  10 
per  cent  of  prisoners  showed  the  "stigmata  of  degenera- 
tion,"^^ Lombroso  attempted  to  explain  this  startling 
discovery  away  with  the  suggestion  that  when  the  stig- 
mata "are  found  in  honest  men  and  women,  we  may  be 
dealing  with  criminal  natures  who  have  not  yet  com- 
mitted the  overt  act  because  the  circumstances  in  which 
they  have  lived  protected  them  against  temptation." 

Thus,  Lombroso  asserted  that  individuals  exhibiting 
stigmata  will  be  prone  to  commit  crimes  under  certain 
environmental  conditions.  Since  a  very  large  proportion 
of  human  beings  exhibit  one  or  another  of  these  so- 
called  "stigmata,"  we  may  unreservedly  agree.  But  what 
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Lombroso  meant,  and  always  reiterated,  was  that,  in 
almost  all  cases,  it  was  not  the  unfavorable  environment 
which  led  to  the  commission  of  the  crime,  but  the  bio- 
logical predisposition  to  commit  it,  externally  adver- 
tised by  the  presence  of  stigmata.  Lombroso  took  the 
"stigmata"  to  be  marks  of  biological  inferiority,  proof 
of  the  reversion  to  more  primitive  forms  of  biological 
organization  which,  in  behavior,  was  reflected  in  primi- 
tive levels  of  response.  This  criminal  behavior  was  in- 
separably associated  with  biological  inferiority.  The 
biological  inferiority  was  held  to  be  the  cause  of  crimi- 
nal behavior. 


AMERICAN  CRIMINALS 


Interestingly  enough,  the  most  recent  investigator  of 
the  relation  between  physical  structure,  as  exhibited  by 
external  characters,  and  crime.  Professor  E.  A.  Hooton 
(1887-1954),^^  arrived  at  conclusions  very  similar  to 
those  of  Lombroso.  Hooton  was  a  physical  anthropolo- 
gist who  had  for  many  years  been  interested  in  the 
origin  and  evolution  of  man,  and  in  the  description 
and  analysis  of  the  physical  characters  of  skeletal  and 
living  groups.  The  interest  and  bias  of  his  studies,  like 
Lombroso's,  was  always  biologistic.  Hence,  when  Hoo- 
toa's  report  on  4,212  native  white  Old  American 
prisoners  (i.e.,  of  Old  American  stock)  and  313  native 
white  civilians  was  published,  the  carry-over  of  his 
extreme  biological  bias  evident  in  the  planning  of  his 
investigation  and  the  interpretation  of  his  results  was 
not  altogether  unexpected. 

The  errors  of  method  and  interpretation  committed 
by  Lombroso  are  all  repeated  by  Hooton,  except  that 
Hooton  does  not  specifically  define  the  marks  or  "stig- 
mata" of  biological  inferiority,  but  rather  takes  them 
to  be  any  of  the  characters  which  are  distinctive  of  the 
criminal  aggregate  when  compared  with   the  civilian 
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sample.  "Thus,"  he  writes,  "if  we  find  felons  to  manifest 
physical  differences  from  civilians,  we  are  justified  in 
adjudging  as  undesirable  biological  characters  those 
which  are  associated  in  the  organism  with  antisocial 
behavior.  ...  It  is  the  organic  complex  which  must  be 
estimated  inferior  or  superior  on  the  basis  of  the  type 
of  behavior  emanating  from  such  a  combination  of 
parts  functioning  as  a  unit."  ^^ 

"Whatever  the  crime  may  be,"  Hooton  concludes, 
"it  ordinarily  arises  from  a  deteriorated  organism.  ,  .  . 
You  may  say  that  this  is  tantamount  to  a  declaration 
that  the  primary  cause  of  crime  is  biological  inferiority 
—and  that  is  exactly  what  I  mean."^°° 

Hooton  goes  even  further  and  states,  "I  deem  human 
biological  deterioration  to  be  ultimately  responsible 
not  only  for  crime,  but  for  the  evils  of  war,  the  oppres- 
sion of  the  populace  by  totalitarian  states,  and  for  all 
the  social  cataclysms  which  are  rocking  the  world  and 
under  which  civilization  is  tottering."  ^°^ 

Now,  an  analysis  of  the  characters  studied  by  Hooton 
in  the  light  of  the  biological  standards  for  what  are 
generally  accepted  to  be  "advanced,"  "indifferent,"  and 
"primitive"  human  characters  yields  interesting  results. 
By  such  standards  it  is  found  that  Hooton's  criminal 
series  show  only  4  per  cent  primitive,  15.8  per  cent  in- 
different, and  49.5  per  cent  advanced  characters,  more 
frequently  than  the  noncriminal  sample! 

By  biological  standards  Hooton's  criminal  series 
would,  on  the  whole,  appear  to  be  superior  to  his  non- 
criminal series!  Whatever  such  a  finding  may  mean, 
the  fact  is  that  Hooton  did  not  draw  his  criminal  and 
noncriminal  series  from  the  same  local,  social,  economic, 
and  occupational  levels  of  the  population,  and  further- 
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more,  almost  half  his  check  sample  was  drawn  from 
146  Nashville  firemen— an  occupation  for  which,  Hoo- 
ton  observes,  "the  physical  qualifications  are  rather 
stringent." 

In  order  to  make  any  biological  test  of  differential 
behavior,  it  is  necessary  that  both  the  criminal  series 
and  the  check  noncriminal  series  be  in  every  respect 
similar  except  in  the  one  condition  of  behavior.  The 
two  series  must  be  drawn  from  the  same  population  or 
populations,  from  the  same  areas,  and  must  come  from 
the  same  social,  economic,  and  occupational  levels.  When 
these  requirements  have  been  satisfied,  and  a  signifi- 
cantly higher  frequency  of  certain  physical  characters 
is  found  among  the  criminals  than  among  the  non- 
criminals,  it  may  legitimately  be  inferred  that  there  is 
some  significant  association  between  criminal  behavior 
and  the  presence  of  a  high  frequency  of  such  characters 
in  an  individual  or  in  a  group.  But  to  infer  from  this 
that  such  characters  reflect  the  cause  of  criminal  be- 
havior is  to  misunderstand  the  nature  of  causation. 

In  his  investigation  Hooton  did  not  satisfy  the  re- 
quirement of  equating  the  conditions  of  his  two 
groups  in  all  but  those  in  which  they  were  being  com- 
pared, and  he  did  fall  into  the  error  of  taking  a  statisti- 
cal association  to  be  a  cause. ^^^ 

The  fact  is  that  Hooton's  work  throws  no  light  what- 
ever upon  any  possible  relation  between  physical  char- 
acters and  criminality. 


CRIMINALITY  IN  TWINS 


Twins  are  of  two  kinds,  those  deriving  from  one 
egg  and  those  deriving  from  two  separate  eggs.  In  the 
former  case  they  are  genetically  alike,  in  the  latter  they 
are  genetically  unlike.  If  genetic  endowment  has  any- 
thing to  do  with  behavior,  one-egg  twins  should  be 
very  much  alike  in  behavior,  at  least  significantly  more 
so  than  two-egg  twins.  Several  investigators  have  in 
recent  years  studied  the  concordance  of  criminal  be- 
havior in  one-egg  twins  as  compared  with  two-egg  twins. 
When  both  members  of  a  twin  pair  were  found  to  be 
similar  with  respect  to  the  commission  of  one  or  more 
crimes,  they  were  termed  "concordant";  when  dissi- 
milar, that  is,  when  one  was  found  to  have  committed 
a  crime  and  the  other  not,  they  were  termed  "dis- 
cordant." In  the  table  below  is  summarized  the  findinors 
of  one  American  and  four  European  investigators  of 
such  adult  twins, ^"^ 

From  this  table  it  will  be  seen  that  of  104  pairs  of 
one-egg  twins  examined,  70  were  concordant  and  34 
were  discordant.  The  concordant  were  almost  exactly 
twice  as  numerous  as  the  discordant  pairs.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  two-egg  twins  showed  a  discordance  almost 
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Criminal  Behavior  of  Twins 


One-Egg 

Twins 

Two-Egg 

;  Twins 

Author 

Con- 

Dis- 

Con- 

Dis- 

cordant 

cordant 

cordant 

cordant 

Lange   (1929) 
Legras    (1932) 
Kranz   (1936) 
Stumpfl    (1936) 
Rosanoff    (1934) 

10 

4 

20 

11 

25 

3 
0 

12 
7 

12 

2 
0 

23 
7 
5 

15 
5 
20 
12 
23 

Total 

70 

34 

37 

75 

Per  Cent 

67.3 

32.7 

33.0 

67.0 

exactly  twice  as  great  as  the  concordance  shown  in  this 
group  of  112  pairs.  These  are  impressive  figures,  but 
what  do  they  mean?  Professor  H.  H.  Newman,  our 
leading  authority  on  twinning,  believes  that  these  fig- 
ures prove  "beyond  question  that  hereditary  factors 
bulk  large  among  the  causes  of  criminal  behavior."  ^°* 
This  is  the  opinion  of  all  the  investigators  mentioned, 
but  as  a  matter  of  simple  fact  such  studies  do  not  prove 
any  connection  whatever  between  hereditary  factors  of 
a  genetic  nature  and  criminal  behavior.  Of  this,  New- 
man,  who  has  perhaps  observed  more  twins  than  any 
other  scientist,  is  quite  aware,  for  he  writes:  "The  only 
serious  criticism  I  have  known  to  be  aimed  at  the  twin 
method  of  studying  the  factors  of  crime  is  that  one-egg 
twins  far  more  than  two-egg  twins  are  close  companions 
in  their  social  activities  and  are  therefore  more  likely 
to  encounter  together  such  social  influences  as  might 
lead  to  criminal  behavior.  This  is  one  more  instance 
of  lack  of  control  features  in  nature's  scientific  experi- 
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ments,  for  it  can  hardly  be  maintained  that  the  social 
environment  of  two-egg  pairs  is  as  closely  similar  as 
that  of  one-egg  pairs.  Therefore,  environmental  simi- 
larities may  to  some  extent  account  for  the  close  con- 
cordance in  crime  of  one-egg  twins,  while  lack  of  any 
such  similarity  in  environment  may  to  an  equal  extent 
account  for  lack  of  concordance  in  crime  of  two-egg 
twins.  Undoubtedly  the  study  of  crime  by  means  of 
the  twin  method  is  less  simple  than  it  seemed  at  the 
outset."  ^°^ 

This  is,  of  course,  the  crucial  point.  The  factor  of 
environment  has  been  virtually  completely  omitted 
from  these  studies  of  criminal  behavior  in  twins.  Hence, 
the  attribution  of  the  behavior  of  such  twins  to  genetic 
factors  may  be  written  off  as  completely  unproven. 

If  the  genetic  theory  of  the  causation  of  crime  is  to  be 
consistent,  the  proportion  of  two-egg  twins  who  are  both 
affected  should  be  higher  than  the  proportion  of  one- 
egg  twins  where  only  one  is  affected.  The  actual  pro- 
portions, however,  are  almost  identical,  being  33.0  per 
cent  for  two-egg  concordance,  and  32.7  per  cent  for 
one-egg  discordance.  Furthermore,  as  Reckless  has 
pointed  out,  "If  biological  determination  of  destiny  is 
correct,  a  discordant  monozygotic  [one-egg]  twin  set 
should  be  impossible,  whereas  discordant  dizygotic  [two- 
egg]  sets  should  be  frequent."  ^°*^  The  actual  findings, 
however,  reveal  that  one-third  of  the  one-egg  pairs  of 
twins  investigated  were  discordant.  Why  did  not  the 
hereditary  factor  for  crime  declare  itself  in  one  of  the 
members  of  this  one-third  of  single-egg  twins?  If  the 
answer  is  that  an  environmental  factor  was  probably 
operative  in  these  cases,  a  factor  which  was  absent  in 
the  case  of  the  criminal  sibling,  then  the  theory  of  the 


97 

genetic  cause  of  crime  collapses  beyond  repair;  for  it 
then  becomes  obvious  that  it  was  the  absence  of  such 
environmental  factors,  or  the  presence  of  others,  that 
was  the  one  indispensable  condition  in  the  causation  of 
the  criminal  behavior! 

It  appears,  then,  that  just  as  environmental  condi- 
tions are  necessary  to  organize  and  produce  a  human 
mind,  so,  too,  environmental  conditions  are  necessary 
to  organize  genetically  determined  elements  of  the 
nervous  system  so  that  they  can  develop  and  function, 
or  not,  in  ways  which  society  terms  "criminal."  In 
point  of  fact  there  is  not  the  slightest  evidence  that 
anyone  ever  inherits  a  tendency  to  commit  criminal 
acts.  Crime  is  a  socially  produced  condition,  not  a  bio- 
logical  one.^°^ 


THE  SOCIAL  NATURE  OF  CRIME 


Habitual  crime  may  be  regarded  as  a  trade  or  profes- 
sion, licitly  or  illicitly  pursued,  like  any  other;  a 
trade  or  profession  which  is  entered  and  pursued  be- 
cause, in  many  cases,  it  was  the  only  one  which  was 
open  to  those  who  adopted  it— socially  open,  not  bio- 
logically open.  Everyone  agrees  that  there  is  a  high 
correlation  between  poverty  and  crime,  although  crimi- 
nals are  by  no  means  drawn  exclusively  from  impover- 
ished environments.  Poverty  itself  is  rarely  a  cause  of 
crime,  but  in  the  group  of  necessary  conditions  which 
constitute  the  cause  of  crime  in  any  one  instance,  it  is 
of  very  frequent  occurrence.  This  in  itself  would  sug- 
gest that  the  larger  proportion  of  crimes  are  committed 
by  individuals  who  are  making  an  effort  to  survive. 
Taken  together  with  all  the  evidence— cultural,  physi- 
cal, and  biological— it  would  suggest  that  crime  is  an 
adaptive  form  of  behavior  which  is,  in  most  cases, 
resorted  to  by  the  individual  in  order  to  secure  himself 
against  a  real  or  imagined  insecurity.  From  the  biologi- 
cal standpoint,  therefore,  criminal  behavior,  with  rela- 
tively few  exceptions,  represents  a  more  or  less  successful 
adaptation  to  a  difficult  situation.  From  the  social  stand- 
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point,  such  behavior  cannot  be  regarded  as  unsuccess- 
ful; it  can  only  be  regarded  as  undesirable  and  socially 
unallowable.  But  man  is  not  merely  a  biological  crea- 
ture, he  is  a  biosocial  creature,  and  the  effects  of  crimi- 
nal behavior  upon  him  as  a  biosocial  organism  are 
likely  to  be  harmful  to  him  as  a  person,  that  is  to  say 
as  a  member  of  society,  and  harmful  also  to  his  society. 

It  is  in  the  making  of  human  beings,  largely  during 
the  socialization  process,  that  criminals  are  made.  Genes 
and  chromosomes  almost  certainly  don't  make  crimi- 
nals, but  social  conditions  almost  certainly  do.  Why  are 
Americans  so  much  more  addicted  to  crimes  of  violence 
than  the  English?  Is  it  because  of  a  difference  in  their 
genetic  structure?  Why  are  the  American  homicide 
and  alcoholic  rates  the  highest  in  the  world?  ^°®  Is  it 
because  Americans  differ  significantly  in  their  genetic 
structure  from  the  rest  of  the  so-called  civilized  peoples 
of  the  world,  or  is  it,  perhaps,  because  of  the  prevalence 
of  certain  social  conditions  in  the  United  States  as 
compared  with  the  conditions  prevailing  in  other 
lands?  ^^^  There  can  be  very  little  doubt  that  the  genetic 
differences  existing  among  members  of  different  nations 
of  European  origin  are  far  too  small  to  be  held  account- 
able for  the  national  differences  in  crime  and  alcoholic 
rates.  There  can  be  no  doubt  whatever  that  these  differ- 
ences in  national  crime  and  alcoholic  rates  are  due  to 
social  causes  principally  and  primarily. 

It  is  society,  not  the  individual,  that  creates  the  con- 
ditions which  encourage  the  development  of  criminal 
behavior.""  Our  society  is  in  many  ways  disorganized 
and  disharmonious."^  And  one  of  the  root  reasons  for 
this  has  been  the  failure  to  understand  the  true  nature 
of  man,  and  to  socialize  and  educate  him  accordingly. 


TOO  The  Biosocial  Nature  of  Man 

The  disorganization  and  disharmony  are  not  genetic 
but  social  in  origin,  and  to  repeat  once  more,  it  is  not 
man's  biological  but  his  social  disharmony  and  dis- 
organization which  largely  determine  who  will  and 
when  he  will  become  a  committer  of  crimes. 


CONSTITUTION 


"Constitution"  is  one  of  those  portmanteau  words 
into  which  one  can  fit  almost  any  meaning  one  desires— 
but  a  word  which  can  mean  anything  in  fact  means 
nothing.  Nevertheless,  the  "nothing"  that  it  means  at 
any  particular  time  may  most  effectively  serve  to  in- 
crease one's  ignorance.  Mostly  the  word  is  taken  to 
mean  in  common  parlance  the  particular  type  of  body 
build  and  mental  character  of  the  person  plus  his  ge- 
netic predispositions  to  react  to  the  environment.  In 
other  words,  it  is  generally  supposed  that  there  is  a 
linkage  between  one's  genetic  endowment,  body  build, 
and  mental  character.  That  there  does  in  fact  exist 
such  a  relationship,  at  least  to  some  degree,  is  certain. 
It  is  beyond  question  that  genetic  factors  exercise  a 
major  effect  upon  the  development  of  body  type,  how- 
ever subject  to  the  modifying  influences  of  the  environ- 
ment the  development  of  body  type  may  be.  What, 
however,  has  not  yet  been  satisfactorily  demonstrated 
is  that  certain  body  types  are  linked  with  certain  be- 
havioral or  mental  qualities. 

Contemporary  students  of  constitution  take  it  to 
mean  the  sum  total  of  the  structural,  functional,  and 
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psychological  characters  of  the  individual.  Constitution, 
they  assume,  is  in  large  part  genetically  determined, 
but  influenced  in  varying  degrees  by  environmental 
factors.  It  is  taken  to  fluctuate  in  varying  degrees  over 
a  wide  range  of  normality,  occasionally  crossing  an 
arbitrary  boundary  into  abnormality  or  pathology. 

The  problem  in  studying  constitution  is  a  formidable 
one:  it  is  no  less  than  the  attempt  to  analyze  and  define 
the  relations  of  its  component  parts  in  the  individual. 
The  ultimate  goal  of  constitutional  studies  is  the  de- 
velopment of  a  constitutional  typology  which  will  per- 
mit the  classification  of  individuals  into  constitutional 
types.  This  is  obviously  an  extremely  difficult  problem, 
and  although  much  work  has  been  done  in  this  field, 
the  study  of  constitution  is  still  in  its  very  early  begin- 
nings, while  the  relationships  it  seeks  to  discover  and 
elucidate  are  still  largely  in  the  realm  of  unsolved 
problems. 

The  most  ambitious  and  most  widely  known  constitu- 
tional typology  today  is  that  of  W.  H.  Sheldon. 

Sheldon  recognizes  three  basic  and  extreme  types  of 
physique.  He  regards  each  major  or  dominant  aspect 
of  these  types  as  something  which,  in  different  amounts, 
enters  into  the  making  of  every  normal  body.  These 
types  are  described  as  components,  as  follows: 

1.  The  endomorphic  or  first  component,  characterized 
by  relative  predominance  of  soft  roundness  throughout 
various  regions  of  the  body.  When  endomorphy  is 
dominant,  digestive  viscera  are  massive  and  tend,  rela- 
tively, to  dominate  the  body  economy.  The  digestive 
viscera  are  principally  derived  from  the  endoderm 
(the  innermost  layer  of  the  primordial  embryological 
layers). 
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2.  The  mesomorphic  or  second  component,  charac- 
terized by  relative  predominance  of  muscle,  bone,  and 
connective  tissue.  The  mesomorphic  physique  is  nor- 
mally heavy,  hard  and  rectangular  in  outline.  Bone 
and  muscle  are  predominant,  and  the  skin  is  made 
thick  by  heavy  underlying  connective  tissue.  The  entire 
body  economy  is  dominated,  relatively,  by  tissues  de- 
rived from  the  mesoderm  (the  middle  layer  of  the 
primordial  embryological  layers). 

3.  The  ectomorphic  or  third  component,  character- 
ized by  relative  predominance  of  linearity.  In  propor- 
tion to  his  mass,  the  ectomorph  has  the  greatest  surface 
area  and  hence  relatively  the  greatest  sensory  exposure 
to  the  outside  world.  Relative  to  his  mass,  he  also  has 
the  largest  brain  and  central  nervous  system.  In  a  sense, 
therefore,  his  body  economy  is  relatively  dominated 
by  tissues  derived  from  the  ectoderm  (the  outermost  of 
the  primordial  embryological  layers). 

Sheldon  claims  that  these  morphologic  components 
to  some  extent  are  found  in  every  individual,  on  a 
sliding  scale  from  very  high  to  very  low,  and  he  rates 
the  components  from  1  for  very  low  to  7  for  very  high, 
with  4  standing  for  intermediate  between  1  and  7. 
Thus,  an  extreme  endomorph  would  exhibit  the  soma- 
totype  (as  it  is  called)  of  711— very  high  in  endomor- 
phy,  and  very  low  in  both  meso-  and  ecto-morphy.  An 
extreme  mesomorph  would  be  171,  and  an  extreme 
ectomorph  would  be  117. 

Sheldon  claims  to  have  found  high  correlations  be- 
tween the  somatotypes  and  temperament.^^"  Most  other 
investigators  have  not  been  able  to  corroborate  Shel- 
don's claims. 

In  one  of  his  later  studies  Sheldon  has  reported  his 
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findings  on  some  200  delinquent  youths.  The  impres- 
sion which  this  study  makes,  it  must  be  frankly  ac- 
knowledged, is  a  dismal  one.  It  is  difficult  to  gain  an 
idea  as  to  whether  the  200  youths  examined  represented 
a  random  sample  of  the  institutional  population  in 
which  they  were  examined,  or  what,  indeed,  that  popu- 
lation was  supposed  to  be.  Sheldon  defines  delinquency 
as  "disappointingness,"  and  as  the  great  American 
criminologist  Edwin  D.  Sutherland  has  suggested  in 
a  devastating  critique  of  Sheldon's  study,  "the  feelings 
of  Dr.  Sheldon  are  obviously  the  criterion  of  disap- 
pointingness."^^^ In  one  of  his  pages  Sheldon  tells  us 
that  "delinquent  performance  is  failure  to  use  religious 
energy  in  such  a  way  as  to  secure,  protect,  and  guide 
the  biological  future  of  the  species."^"  This  definition 
makes  most  people  delinquent,  and  this  is  exactly  what 
Sheldon  says.  He  finds  that  the  entire  number  of  crimi- 
nals in  his  series,  a  total  of  16,  are  endomorphic  meso- 
morphs.  He  states  that  16  of  the  most  famous  generals 
in  history  or  vigorously  successful  businessmen  or  lead- 
ing politicians  would  fall  into  the  same  somatotypic 
classification.  To  be  an  endomorphic  mesomorph 
"means  energetic  vitality  and  freedom  from  inhibition, 
two  cardinal  factors  in  success  at  most  of  the  things 
men  undertake.  .  .  .  Two  professions  which  I  hope  are 
otherwise  unrelated  appear  especially  to  call  for  these 
qualities.  They  are  professional  criminality  and  the 
writing  of  fiction.""^  Sheldon  does  not  suggest  that 
endomorphic  mesomorphy  "predisposes  toward  crimi- 
nality, but  it  might  mean  that  to  make  a  go  of  being  a 
criminal  requires  a  certain  amount  of  guts  that  is 
usually  found  only"  in  this  somatotype.  This  is  precisely 
the  point.  There  is  a  certain  amount  of  social  selection 
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at  work  in  criminal  as  for  many  other  types  of  social 
and  antisocial  activities— clearly,  the  robust,  big-chested, 
tough-looking  male  has  a  great  advantage  over  the  roly- 
poly  endomorph,  or  the  long,  linear  ectomorph,  if  he 
is  to  embark  upon  a  criminal  career  necessitating  the 
use  of  some  strength  and  even  violence.  But  Sheldon 
inclines  to  attribute  this  selection  more  to  "guts"  than 
to  "occupational  requirements"— in  this  opinion  he 
stands  with  Hooton,  with  whom  he  identifies  himself, 
virtually  alone.  "Perhaps,"  he  writes,  "the  persistently 
criminal  boy  is  expressing  not  so  much  a  'psychogenic 
resentment'  against  the  mother  as  a  Dionysian  reaction 
which  is  almost  as  much  a  product  of  his  constitutional 
design  as  the  way  he  walks."^^® 

It  is  quite  evident,  as  one  reads  Sheldon,  that  he  be- 
lieves man  to  be  in  a  state  of  biological  deterioration 
from  which  he  can  be  saved  only  by  the  necessary 
eugenic  planning,  and  that  unless  this  is  done  civiliza- 
tion is  doomed.  This  is  the  burden  of  the  last  section 
of  Varieties  of  Delinquent  Youth.  In  the  final  analysis 
human  nature  and  body  type  are  indissolubly  cor- 
related, according  to  Sheldon;  hence,  if  we  are  to  safe- 
guard our  civilization  against  the  wrong  body-types 
we  ought  to  have  a  sort  of  national  registry  of  body- 
types,  so  that  we  could  have  them  under  proper  control. 
"For  a  fraction  of  the  cost  of  maintaining  the  rearguard 
palliation  that  we  do  against  cancer,  which  may  be 
only  one  kind  of  hereditary  constitutional  disease,  we 
could  keep  central  files  of  standardized  photographs  of 
the  entire  population.  Such  photographs  taken  periodi- 
cally for  a  half-dozen  generations,  and  accompanied  by 
concise  medical  and  social  histories,  might  accomplish 
more  against  remediable  ills  that  beset  human  life   (in- 
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eluding  cancer)  than  would  even  a  first-rate  semifinal 
war  against  Russia. "^^^ 

It  would  be  possible  to  go  on  citing  numerous  ex- 
amples of  Sheldon's  infatuation  with  his  method  and 
conclusions,  both  of  which  have  been  described  as  "the 
higher  and  the  lower  phrenology";  but  it  must  in  all 
fairness  be  said,  in  spite  of  Sheldon's  own  extremes,  that 
he  has  substantially  helped  to  illuminate  the  difficulties 
inherent  in  the  problem  which  he  set  himself  to  solve. 
The  existence  of  a  relationship  between  constitution 
and  disease  is  understandable,  but  the  alleged  existence 
of  such  a  relationship  between  constitution  and  beha- 
vior is  a  matter  of  a  totally  different  sort.  Human 
behavior  is  on  a  very  different  plane  of  integration  from 
that  upon  which  disease  has  its  being;  the  latter  is 
largely  a  function  of  biological  factors,  the  former 
chiefly  of  social  learning  and  experience.  Constitu- 
tionalists habitually  commit  the  pathetic  biologistic  er- 
ror of  taking  man  to  be  largely  a  function  of  his  genes, 
forgetting  altogether  that  all  genes  undergo  expression 
through  the  alembic  of  a  complex  environment. 

It  is  important  to  understand  that  constitution,  body- 
type,  and  genotype  are  not  the  same  things.  Constitu- 
tion is  the  aggregate  of  characters,  structural,  functional, 
and  mental  of  the  individual,  which  are  in  part  deter- 
mined by  genes  and  in  part  by  environment.  Obviously, 
then,  constitution  embraces  both  genetic  factors  and 
body-type.  The  genotype  is  the  total  genetic  endowment 
of  the  individual;  body-type  is  one  expression  of  that 
genetic  endowment  in  interaction  with  the  environ- 
ment. It  should  be  clear  that  useful  knowledge  of  the 
relationship  of  constitution  to  temperament  and  to 
disease  will  require,   on   the   one  hand,   the   tracking 
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down  of  the  possible  genes  involved  and,  on  the  other, 
the  environmental  factors  in  the  presence  of  which 
they  have  expressed  themselves. 

Constitution,  it  cannot  be  too  often  repeated,  is  not 
predestination.  It  is  in  large  measure  an  integral  of 
genetic  potentialities  influenced  in  varying  degrees  by 
internal  and  environmental  factors.  Since  this  is  so 
there  is  nothing  ever  final  with  respect  to  constitution, 
because,  as  has  already  been  pointed  out,  it  is  not  a 
predetermined  unfluctuating  or  unchangeable  entity, 
but  a  dynamic  process  more  or  less  continuously  modi- 
fiable, within  limits,  through  the  action  of  the  environ- 
ment. And  in  that  fact  lies  man's  best  hope  for  the 
future,  for  to  whatever  extent  that  statement  is  true 
to  that  extent  man  can  control  his  heredity  through  the 
intelligent  use  of  his  environment. 


CONCLUSION 


We  must  conclude.  Thus  far  all  attempts  to  establish 
an  integral  relationship  between  traits  of  the  body  and 
behavior  have  failed.  The  problem,  however,  is  still  in 
its  exploratory  stage  of  development.  Success,  if  it  is 
ever  achieved,  will  undoubtedly  prove  to  be  so  in  a 
statistical  sense,  that  is  to  say,  that  some  correlations 
between  traits  may  be  found  which  will  permit  predic- 
tion only  within  fairly  wide  limits. 

What  we  need  to  understand  as  students  of  man  is 
that  the  biosocial  nature  of  man  is  such  that  he  may  be 
truly  described  as  the  most  unique  of  all  living  crea- 
tures, by  virtue  of  his  possession— in  so  highly  developed 
a  degree— of  the  capacity  for  learning.  Indeed,  the 
species  character  which  should  be  part  of  the  definition 
of  Homo  sapiens  is  educability.  Man  is  the  most  plastic, 
the  most  educable,  the  most  malleable  of  all  the  crea- 
tures on  the  face  of  the  earth;  the  creature  beyond  all 
others,  which  makes  ridiculous  the  reductionist  fallacy 
which  has  it  that  man  is  "nothing  but"  a  function  of 
his  genes.  In  reality,  man  is  the  only  creature  who  is 
capable  of  controlling  the  expression  of  his  genes, 
through  the  manipulation  of  the  social  environment 
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in  which  they  undergo  development.  Educability  is 
man's  most  important  species  trait,  overshadowing  all 
others.  It,  therefore,  cannot  be  too  strongly  urged  that 
education  is  the  principal  means  through  which  we 
can  achieve  the  realization  of  man's  evolutionary  des- 
tiny. What  that  evolutionary  destiny  is  we  can  already 
begin  dimly  to  perceive;  at  the  present  time  it  looks 
very  much  as  if  it  is  to  live  as  though  to  live  and  love 
were  one. 


TABLES 


Table  1 

Homicide  and  Suicide  Rates  per  100,000  of  Adult 

Population 


Country 

Homocide 

Suicide 

United  States 

8.50 

15.52 

Italy 

7.38 

7.67 

Finland 

6.45 

23.35 

Spain 

2.88 

7.71 

Portugal 

2.79 

14.24 

Canada 

1.67 

11.40 

Australia 

1.57 

13.03 

France 

1.53 

14.83 

Switzerland 

1.42 

33.72 

Sweden 

1.01 

19.74 

Denmark 

0.67 

35.09 

England  &  Wales 

0.63 

13.43 

Ireland    (Republic) 

0.54 

3.70 

Scotland 

0.52 

8.06 

Norway 

0.38 

7.71 

Northern  Ireland 

0.13 

4.82 

Source:  Fromra,  The  Sane  Society,  1955.  Based  on  Annual 
Epidemiological  and  Vital  Statistics,  1939-46.  Part  I.  Vital 
Statistics  and  Causes  of  Death  (Geneva:  World  Health 
Organization,  1951).  The  figures  in  Table  1  are  for  the 
year  1946. 
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Table  2 


Population 


Country 


United  States 

France 

Sweden 

Switzerland 

Denmark 

Norway 

Finland 

Australia 

England  &  Wales 

Italy 


100,000  OF  Adult 

With  or 

without 

1 

complications 

1 

.J 

3,952     ( 

:i948) 

2,850 

[1945) 

■ 

2,580 

[1946) 

2,385 

(1947) 

1,950 

(1948) 

, 

1,560 

(1947) 

1,430 

(1947) 

1,340 

(1947) 

1,100 

(1948) 

500 

(1942) 

Source:  Fromm,  The  Sane  Society,  1955.  Based  on  the 
Report  on  the  First  Session  of  the  Alcoholism  Subcom 
mittee,  of  the  Expert  Committee  on  Mental  Health,  (Gene- 
va: World  Health  Organization,  1951) . 
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1  In  a  conversation  with  Hermann  Rauschning,  Hitler  said:  "I  know 
perfectly  well,  just  as  well  as  all  those  tremendously  clever  intellec- 
tuals, that  in  the  scientific  sense  there  is  no  such  thing  as  race.  But 
you,  as  a  farmer  and  cattle-breeder,  cannot  get  your  breeding  success- 
fully achieved  without  the  conception  of  race.  And  I  as  a  politician 
need  a  conception  which  enables  the  order  which  has  hitherto  existed 
on  historic  bases  to  be  abolished  and  an  entirely  new  and  anti-historic 
order  enforced  and  given  an  intellectual  basis.  .  .  .  With  the  con- 
ception of  race.  National  Socialism  will  carry  its  revolution  abroad 
and  recast  the  world."  Hermann  Rauschning.  The  Voice  of  Destruc- 
tion  (New  York:  Putnam,  1940) ,  p.  232. 

2  A  study  specifically  devoted  to  this  subject  is  that  of  Nicholas 
Pastore,  The  Nature-Nurture  Controversy  (New  York:  King's  Crown 
Press,  1949). 

3  T.  W.  Adorno,  E.  Frenkel-Brunswick,  D.  J.  Levenson,  and  R.  Nevitt 
Sanford,  The  Authoritarian  Personality  (New  York:  Harper  &  Bros., 
1950)  .  For  a  translation  of  this  technical  study  into  a  briefer  and 
more  readable  form  see  Selma  Hirsh,  The  Fears  Men  Live  By  (New 
York:   Harper  &  Bros.,   1955). 

*  The  nearest  approach  to  such  a  study  is  contained  in  Paul  Radin, 
Primitive  Man  as  a  Philosopher  (New  York:  Appleton-Century,  1927) . 
See  also  J.  G.  Frazer,  Creation  and  Evolution  in  Primitive  Cosmogenies 
(London  &  New  York:  Macmillan,  1935)  . 

5  J.  J.  Honigmann,  Culture  and  Personality  (New  York:  Harper  & 
Bros.,   1954). 

6  E.  E.  Sikes,  The  Anthropology  of  the  Greeks  (London:  David  Nutt, 
1914) . 

1  Aristotle,  Politics,  Book  I,  Chapter  II.  To  this  Rousseau  made  the 
effective  reply:  "Aristotle  said,"  he  writes,  "that  men  were  not  nat- 
urally equal,  but  that  some  were  born  for  slavery,  and  others  for 
domination.  Aristotle  was  right,  but  he  took  the  effect  for  the  cause. 

113 


114  The  Biosocial  Nature  of  Man 

Every  man  is  born  in  slavery,  nothing  more  certain.  Slaves  lose  all  in 
their  chains,  even  the  desire  to  leave  them;  they  love  servitude  as  the 
companions  of  Ulysses  loved  brutishness.  If  then,  there  are  slaves  by 
nature,  it  is  because  there  have  been  slaves  contrary  to  nature.  Force 
made  the  first  slaves,  their  cowardice  perpetuated  them."  Rousseau, 
The  Social  Contract,  Book  I,  Chapter  II. 

8  Plato,  The  Republic,  547a. 

9  R.  Eisler,  "Metallurgical  Anthropology  in  Hesiod  and  Plato  and 
the  Date  of  a  'Phoenician  Lie,'"  his.  Vol.  40  (1949),  pp.  108-112. 
See  also  Karl  R.  Popper,  The  Open  Society  arid  Its  Enemies  (Prince- 
ton: Princeton  University  Press,  1950)  ;  and  Ecnst  Cassirer,  The  Myth 
of  the   State    (New   Haven:    Yale   University   Press,    1946),   pp.    61-77. 

10  R.  Schlaifer,  "Greek  Theories  of  Slavery  from  Homer  to  Aris- 
totle," Harvard  Studies  in  Classical  Philology,  Vol.  47  (1936)  ,  pp.  165- 
204;  F.  M.  Snowden,  Jr.,  "The  Negro  in  Ancient  Greece,"  American 
Anthropologist,  Vol.  50    (1948)  ,  pp.  31-44. 

11  Isocrates,  Panegyricus,  4,  50. 
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18  M.  F.  Ashley  Montagu,  Man's  Most  Dangerous  Myth:  The  Fallacy 
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he  thought  of  dedicating  Das  Kapital  to  him.  Reading  The  Origin  of 
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Man  is  an  animal  first  — but  not  foremost.  Man  is  both  an  animal  and 
the  most  complexly  developed  of  all  social  beings.  Indeed,  man's  social 
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something  that  has  become  increasingly  subject  to  his  own  control.  If 
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make  themselves  well  acquainted  with  the  basic  facts  concerning 
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In  the  present  book  Professor  Ashley  Montagu  has  attempted  to  provide 
the  fundamental  information  concerning  the  nature  of  the  biological 
factors  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  social  factors  on  the  other,  which 
enter  into  the  making  of  the  biosocial  nature  of  man. 

Professor  Montagu  discusses  the  origins  of  our  present  beliefs  concern- 
ing human  nature  and  demonstrates  the  fallacies  inherent  in  many  of 
these  time-honored  views,  as  well  as  those  inherent  in  theories  of  many 
prominent  writers  in  this  controversial  field. 

The  contribution  made  in  this  volume  to  the  clarification  of  our  under- 
standing of  the  true  meaning  of  human  nature  represents  a  scientific 
contribution  of  importance.  For  if  humanity  is  to  realize  its  own  poten- 
tialities, one  of  the  firs!  prerequisites  Is  an  understanding  of  what  those 
potentialities  are.  If  we  would  know  what  we  are  born  for,  it  is  important 
that  we  know  not  only  what  we  are  born  as,  but  how  we  can  be  made 
into  what  we  can  become. 

Written  in  non-technical  language  this  informative  and  stimulating  book 
will  cause  the  reader  to  revalue  many  of  his  valuations,  and  to  rethink 
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